
T :TT LE

INSTTUTM__
SPOILS AGENCY

REP_RT NO
PUB DATE
CONTRACT
NOTE

Rica7sd L.. And Others
-cente72d Residential Career EdLc

Aunal voor: A National reeds' Assess,e14.. 701
1-n(9 fl-c the T)otc.rt.5,-,1

Population. Evaluation of the Hountain-Plains
Education & Economic Development Program, Inc.

L Associates,._Tnc. Cambrdge, nass.
National Tnst. of Education (DilFw), Washin
7ducation and 17o]:k C4roup.
Al\--75-172
8 A7t 76
NTE-C-74-0147
83p.

C.

Pr-5-14.-.1 P112' P"tnc"r"-'
DEqCEIPTn=iq Academic Achievement; *Career Education; Comparative

Analysis; *Economically Disadvant7ged; Employment;
Family (Sociological Unit) ; Housing;-income; Labor
Force; *National Yorms; *Needs Assessment; Program
Descriptions; Racial Differences; Residential
Programs; *Rural PoPulation; *Socioeconomic Status

IDENTT7IEFS *Mountain Plains Program

ABS TP.
ELploying 6 eligibility criteria (a family unit,

income less than 1.5 times the official poverty level, rural
residenc, and head of family physically able to work and between
and 49 years having completed sixth grade) , an assessment was made o'
the size and characteristics of- the potential client population for
family-based, residential career education programs siuilar to the
Mountain-Plains Career Education Program at Glasgow Air Force Base in
Montana. Eligible fam!lies vete then compared with national family
averages in termsof ethnic composition, education level, family
_atus, housing, employment, ,:ci income. Some major findings were:

2.3 million families were eligible; public assistance accounted for
only 2% of the eligible family,s total income; the eligible heads of
families were fairly similar to those of the nation in ethnicity,
though 5% more of the eligibles were black; less than 13% of the
eligibles had completed any education beyond high school as compared
to 24% in the nation; over 1 eligiblefamily in 5 was headed by a
female, and eligible families were larger than the national average
by 1 person; over 38% of the eligible families paid more than 33% of
their total income in rent; eligible lamilies had nearly 2 persons
more per dwelling than the national average; the national average
family income 4as $11,000 as compared to $3,100 for eligibles; 13d of
the eligibles were not in the labor force vs 18% of all family heads.
(JC)

Documents acquired by ERIC include m&ny informal unpublished materials not available from other sources. ERIC makes every
effort to obtain the best copy available. Nevertheless, items of marginal reproducibility are often encountered and this affects the
quality of the microfiche and hardcopy reproductions ERIC makes avable via the ERIC Document Reproduction Service (EDRS)
EDRS is not responsible for the quality of the original document. Reproductons supplied by EDRS are the best that cLn be made from
the origthal.



.....t

. ,

i

'2J

o IT1 C- A

t" A!

Aolligain-PWb

:

1,11.FIrl 161)11 rel)771

11.1111F1110106110;40M4gpi)ilflt
LiAutio,_4,,,vielVidl.i W..ait

r171'

J:v
1.kt 1,7.1)J do EA

),

55 Whcdcr Sirtm

(..dmhridu N1A 0213

1?.ichm.1 L,

1)irecilq

orM ror

flI

National institute of

Department of Wan,

Ednation awl IVelfar

Oclober P16

-1,

4..E, `LA HES ":

Contract No. NIE-C-74,1047

FAIINENTERED RESIOENTIAL CAREER EDUCATION

A2 THE RURAL POOR:

A WIONAL NEEDS ASSEOENT

Volume I:

The Nature and Size

of the Potential Client Population

B Otoher 1976

PrinciF1 Authors:

Richak1 I 2ah:

Donna R, Park

Robert W. McMeekin, Jr.

Prepared For:

THE NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF EDUCAIION

Education A Work

Washington, D.C. 20208

Qual0 Cum! R viwr



CHAPTPR ONE: INTRODUCTION = 1

1.1 Background and Description of the Mountar-PTains
Program 1

1 The Context of this Report: An Overview of the
Abt Associates Inc. Evaluation of the Mountain-
Pia Program

CHAPTER TWO: DEFINING THE ELIGIBLE POPULATION

2.1 Defining the Potentially Eligible Population:
Applying Three Basic Criteria 12

2.1.1 The Definition of Family 12

2.1.2 The Definition -J Poverty .. ... 13

2.1.3 The Definition of "Rurality'. .
16

2.1.4 The Number of "Potentially" Eligible
Families. . . . . . 17

Identifying the Eligible Population- 19

2.2.1 The Size of the Eligible Client Population. :0

ii

CHAPTER THREE: CHARACTERISTICS OF THE ELIGIBLE CLIENT
POPULATION ON A NATIONAL BASIS . .

Four Basic Family Profiles

3.2 A Note on Reading Tables 3. -1 Through 3.6-1 .. .

3.3 Demographic Characteristics of Eligible Families by
Four Family Profiles .

27

3.3.1 Race of Family Head 27

7.3.2 Age of Family Head . .. . . . . 27

3.3.3 Educat on of Family Head .. .. . ,
0

3.3.4 Sex of Family Head

3.3.5 Disability Limiting Work. . .. .

3.3.6 Family Size and Children Uner 18. . .

3.4 Housing Conditions and Costs for Eligible Families
by Four Profiles . .

3,4.1 Housing Costs, . ...

3.4.2 Adequacy of Housing Units . . . ..

23

26

31

31

31



fA6LE ffi- (continued)

Paoe

3.5 Employment Characteristics of Heads of Eligible
Families by Four ProfilPs-

3.5.1 Employment Status of Family Head 41

3.5.2 Type of Employment of Family Hearl . . 42

3.6 Income Characteristics of Eligible Famiiies and
Family Heads by Four Profiles 44

3.6.1 Family Income 44

3.6.2 income of Family Head . . . ..... 46

CHAPTER FOUR: THE ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT REGIONS AND
THE ELIGIBLE POPULATION 49

4.1 Demographic Characteristics of Eligible Families
by Economic Development Regions. . . 55

4.1.1 Ethnicity of Family Head. . . 55

4.1.2 Age of Family Head 55

4.1.3 Education of Family Head. . . .. . 58

4.1.4 Sex of Family Head 58

4.1.5 Disability Limiting Work. . . . 58

4.1.6 Family Size and Children Under 18 58

4.2 Housing Conditions and Cost for Eligible Families
by Economic Devclopm,It rcg-:ons . .. E 59

4.7.1 HousingCosts . 59

4.2.2 Adequacy of Housing Units 62

4.3 Employment Characteristics of Heads of Eligibl
Families by Economic Development Regions . . 63

4.3.1 Employment Status of Family Head .. 63

4.3.2 Type of Employment of Family Head 68

4.4 income Characteristics of Eligible Families by
Economic Development Regions 70

4.4.1 Family Income 70

4.4.2 Income of Fami y Head 70



nE
'

7c:

Rcecrty Cutoff,,: fri tin Usrd
Determining Poverty Status for 1970
Census. Income Figures are for 1969.

PagP. _ _ _

14

Table 2.1.2-2 Income Thresholds at the Poverty
Level in 1974 by Sex of Head, Size of
Family, and Number of Related Children
Under 18 Years Old, by Farm-Nonfarm
Residence 15

Table 1-1

Table 3.1-2

Table 3.3-1

Table 3.4-1

Tab e 5-1

Table 3.6-1

Table 4.0-1

Number and Percent of the Total Elicible
Client Population of Families by
Selected Categories of Povery Status
and Family Type .

Number and Percent of the Total Eligible
Client Population of Families in 1970
in Each of 4 Profiles of Characteristics
as Defined by Selected Categories of
Poverty Status and Family Type. .

Basic Demographic Characteristics of the
Eligible Population in Each of 4 Family
Profiles, for All Eligible Families,
and for the Total Population of Families
in the United States

Housing Conditions and Costs for Eligiblr
Families in Each of 4 Family Profiles, for
All Eligible Families, and for All Families
in the United States. . . . .

25

Employment Characteristics of Heads of
Eligible Families in Each of 4 Family
Profiles-, for All Eligible Families, and
for Heads of All Families in the United
States 38

Income Characteristics of Eligible Families
and Heads of Eligible Families in Each of
4 Family Profiles, for All Eligible Families,
and for Heads of All Families in the United
States- 45

Number and Percent of the Lligible
Population in Each Economic Development
Region, and in the United States by
Selected Categories of Poverty Status

and Family Type . . , . . 54

(3 ------------



LIST OF TARLFS

Page

Table 4 -1 Basic Demographic Characteristics of the
Eligible Population of Families in Each
of 8 Economic Development Regions, for All
Eligible Families, and for All Families in
the United States . ... 56

_Table 4.2-1 Housing Conditions and Costs for Eligible
Families of 8 Economic Development RPgions,
for All Eligible Families, and for All
Families in the United States . 60

Table Employment Characteristics of Heads of
Eligible Families.in. 8 Economic Develop-
ment Regions, for-All Eligible Families,
and for Heads of All Families in the
United States_ 64

Table 4.4-1 Income Characteristics of Eligible
Families and Heads of Eligible Families
in Each of 8 Economic Development Regions,
for All Eligible Families, and for Heads
of All Families in the United States. . 71

7



r

Figure 2.1.4-1 The Number and Percent ef Families
the United States in 1970 that were
Eligible by Place of Residence, by
Poverty Status, and the "Potentially'
Eligible Population of Families:
Eligible Bo_th_ by Place of Reside-ce
and by Povertv Statu$ 18

Figure 22. -1 The Number and Percent of the Potentially
Eligible Population of Families that are
Eligible by Age of Family Head, Education
of Family Head, Physical Ability of Family
Head to Work, and the Total Eligible
Client Population of the Families: The
Population of Families that is Eligible
by Age, Education and Physical Ability
to Work of Family Head Combined

Figure 3.4-1 Percent of Families in the Rent Universe
in 1969 whose Gross Rent was 25% or More
and 35% or More of their Total Family
Inocme, by All Eligible Families, Each
of 4 Family Profiles, and All Families
in the Unit-d States in the Rent Universe.

Figure 3.5-1 Percent of Family Heads at Work During the
Refercnen Week for the 1970 Census Who
Worked 40 Hours or More and 60 Hours or
More During the Reference Week, by All
Family Heads in theUnited States, Heads
of All Eligible Families, and Each Family
Profile

Figure 4.0-1 Actual Geographic B.undaries of the
Economic Development Regions .

Figure 4.0-2 Approximated Georgaphic Boundaries of
the Economic Development Regions . .

36

43

50

52



nwIJ
2.3 million talmhe ,",on!,; 1,Q okahle *on Lima%

t I oldlion nun% hitt

Clttaiin Il iatit_icr

Althuni,211 sertottitly dkiadvantatiicd in t

Nituolt.wi-r1.11H,

I =i I

1,'11 I a \101111):IIII=

-Arcm 1,111 imd JMjIIItM Iti

tItk(Iii t Him tixilientat\ ilia tin tilt'

prirthin hciaa, (MC! --. ill

1)111)4 ,111).1 11r11)!):1 h hti

//tit 111)

I ,)

:I) 111i );(11)",11111I C .1 h////tIr:

I AI-11101

h) HIM 13mth mu,t hciv,: iii incoriu: 1.1... 0,11

1 ia Linuft must live in II rural rd,to;e

,1) hc Tha Imuly twist he plic,,Icalh hi

1 he Imid ot the lamily must hacc uilkoent edik_
ormlar lor rirp,

It he :.thle tim henctit tin Ninny:Joon in a .s111):,1

riTom. completion id at snob yiaiki

thc Tittia I hc /9 7H that,. I _1 injllluitI lannhe.; in the Inflict! . tiuit., Ainomi thew families. 20.3

in imral plitees and 10.1 hail inoonic less than P times the otheial povcriv Nearb,

1.3 rriillmuutu amalcs ovcr ;Ili ,,iitilws In the rialmo liVed:10 1-11131 evh/ (11(1 SIJJIICICJIIIV pilmr- to be

potentially eligifile for participation m a liornft-centered career education program ,anular to Nliminain-Plams. Aniont,

these 5.3 million families, 92'; of the hinny heads were pliv,aealk' able to work, Kr; had completed at least snob
grade. and half were hetween the ag 1 1 and 49.

applyini!, all six ot the above rather ,tinignin eIi,ilttiip ratcoa kM dantifit'd a I:11512 ',C),2311CII1 II

IMF 3' pOtel1t1:11 elieiits lii familcentered career education programs tiuuiIai tHi Mountain-

Rims: 2..3 million immlies representing I I million personh.,

The Characteristics of Eligible Families Compared With All Families in the Uni

We then described these 2.3 million eligible families and compared them with all families in the nation. In rxneraL

totillitt that -,C;-;-);II,Iy rut! il ttir population when ther, ira cont

pared with all families in the nation in terms of demographic characteristics, housing conditions 311(1 Crists, work and



711 S" 11,1 7- 11 111 /1 //Hi %.1 110\
1.,1

/ 1)1 (

1' .11111, V ST

eie 11

mules 4.4.

11101)+,. 1W;11W--; ill licid nt falicr I

L.:t2 alvin 40 each, I Lecer IJITIIIICS 1iLitCICtl liii IC ad-
. II

ot all tomilv head, 1;; the completed more

ei lIic clijiOie Linn . s 11, temeile, vIiiJi inedm iliir itii children ()lit
help out. I \Isted los 'lima 1:,111.

hin the n iturnal ii erai-e per tamik ohiruhly
f I 1 alt c ;dal mote inim amonlir himilies the I i i/c II II IL 1 111111 es indicates the

presemie !non: proh elderly, in..iinhcrs or the ramily than vIS typical ii the rest ni the pcmulation.

/PP ',IA/I: III tCiiii -I aml cost-, chiiihle lnitiilicu wcic suhstantialk viairise on 31

Ri nniiy Lut 101 ICIIL

pI [II rtiilrl inoniii ill hundics. 1110i-do i;unili ii II L1l n more crowded hot:sin:1r.. thrill the rot of the nation. In 1 06()

fill LI all lionsinici, titlit iii the nation were occupied hv an average ii morc than one persim per room. Over 32';
reimihes lived in housing will more thim one person per room, and cli.Ohle ts IL iII Ii III ro:3rly

/no :mit than tlIl national ;IveraL.2.c in addition, I II all clohlc ladulto lived iii housimt
fIlIZliL' ono or itiOre LII Inc followinil hasic tacilities that commonly define :tLicqiiitc housim.r: complete private kitchen
Iielliticl pip.,id hot viater, piniate flush IcI. Ir privalc Outhttill or shvewer.

Figure 1

Comparison- of =-Iitnlita Famitios with All FmFIjc3 in the, Unitod Stritol on Domogrnphic nnd =ouinq ca.ractcriutic

14, I

imo 1,17]

30°k, 40t,

L--L Families

All

if
Li 11111. I OM

JTYJ

111 ' 1)11) THE 1111PLOY/111AT (.11,MiCTI '1. 1L,'; :)1 )(rips or 11 (71BL IPAR

THOSE 0/ILl. 1IIMIL Y I1E1DS/

Contrary to pi-Li:Uhl-lir teoiypcs that drIllic t the poor Ii Ivy and unwillit: n irk %ve tound that the heads of
eligible families apparently worked whgn they ,:ould, and woi kgd long hours at that, They did, however, suffer from
substantial unemployment 111(1 underempfoyment.

1 0



mple . r:atIon I i ic tcl111\ hecd., ii I to lahor I t

the chei I emplie:, ed. ,c,,mpitelt

h6,:td 1,dg LI -dr all d1i;id1.2 ]h(l, H.LIIH shed.ed.

Janne (:)11 ther hand, nerd-lv 1,5

i

.111 I.H11J1L',. It i 2. 11,0

111S!

Fiqure 2
f.ornpcir;sonc ci Eligible, Families with An Famtli

///)It' PIP 11/1.
11.11,s I.% 1111 (A1111).1

Pe.

111,2,1;1

}."

Mr

nip! i i\ lIft H s CIt

asic Employmen cs

,!,

G.2

/110-IR1 Ii 1:,-1 II/1 // )11/ .,11.1 121 1

Iii ''HO lift ierdee 1;111111 1110;11.: the ;mod i1ir H.lu .tpjll\lill.hinL\ leg

tantilies, the -,l',ClIH iiI lamth. modlne 00, HIllIC Il H.I tiiI y 1411 !he empl,e, thLmt

eatimq!,-, ()I Ii'tjI ii clTddc a6er,w,:r1 h(1 ii their tHtal mcDrne 'tom all "---omtcL's, compared lit mik

dm+me Al.1 V iiiiilic m ihd nur.,.1 OH IIH.1 ,11,1r1h1-2 1.1111:hc, FL'CHIVihI .1 li)1;11 it (./1111 Irwn pgh=

3s-,dtdame.' and Ilrre hr c,11 ii Hti", 11-1tHit 2 their lot,d family incmne Itotil all 1,-tetr,:es,

Figure 3
Comparisons of the Eligible Families with All Families in the United Stte -n B ic Income Chractcristtcn

111H rci
1111p1c,

n $ 2 but] S t,.11U0

1m 1 11311c31

I Hati1i11 I

S10,000

AVI!,,1
Publir Ayost;me

, in Ili.:

I Fir il/
Farn

LiJ All

l rtillIndictl th, I.tmlk.

! Jr ed,trd..! trem Vittehrl 17-edget.
trt-ct. . 1).1 21121)8.

Tlf,1 :I I SV,-, ru 1, I '1111 'lit

3,,!ill,. ryptirt is MTH 1i1 a ,ctik., m luhiri ,1 Rilirris throilt prcparud IH Ahr AsitK 1.11,-, In, ,11, I/;11i tii III, n1Vail.1:1I1t111111 1111 Th111 1,116-

1'1.111i, i'1.,..1,,,,, ()',IF. i 1 ,,,i', , '.'.111 1
,1,11.; ! ,, ,I.11- HI Ig':-, r-,- l',. ,i, I 1 , !dr. t)! I I P ir, ie.! 1-, t:f,

Aht e''.()ChttO, int:, 5e Wlircler Street. Ilift Ire, MA 0, I Pi 1617;492=710111

11



CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

1.1 Backuround and De_s_cription of the N:intain-Plains Prograp

The Mountain-Plains Career Educotior Program is operated by the

Mountain-Plains Education & Economic Developient Program, Inc., a non-

profit corporation chartered in Montana. The Program is located as a

tenant orcj nization on Glasaow Air Force Base near Glasgow, Montana.

Mountain-Plains as a corporation serves the educational and closely

related socio-economic needs of residents from the essentially rural

regions of the states of Idaho, Montana, Nebraska, North Dakota, Sou h

Dakota and Wyoming. The Mountain-Plains Program was originally designated

by the U.S. Office of Education to implement the family-based residential

career education model and currently is operated under funding from the

National Institute of Education.

in a bread sense, the Mountain-Plains Frog am has goals in four

;lajor areas:

o Developmen to design, implement, and develop the Model.

o Research: to perform research and evaluation of the effects
of the Model.

o Products: to provide guides, methods and procedures, research
rest nalysOs, pnd cur,icula to permit replicat5on of

the Model.

Pegple: to prov career education to a significant number
of the rural disc. ntaged with the aim of improving their
quality of life.

The Mountain-Plains Program serves at any one time anproximately

200 families in residence at its site on Glasgow Air Force Base. Families

remain in residence at Glasgow Air Force Base for an average of eight to

nine months. Programs and services provided by Mountain-Plains in, .de;

1 2



A Career Development PrOgram for.the head-of-household and
'optionally for the spouse, inclUding Foundation Education
in math skills and communication skills; Occupational'
Preparation,/and Work Experience.

o Career aidance, required for both adults.

Famtly and individual counseling forhead-of-household,
and spouse and, based on need, for-older children.

a A Family Core Curriculum:designed to provide both head-
of-household and spouse, with hobe management, health,
consumer education, parenting, community organization
and recreation skills.

o Limited basic medical, dental, andoptical seryices
through contracted services.

o Fina-,cial support of the family while in,the Program.

o Child development and care for preschool-age youngsters.

o Job placement assistance after exit from the Program.

o SuWortive follow-on services after. placement.

The Occupational Preparation Program stresses _asfery of identifled

essential competencies for entry levelpositions in tile career areas of-

Building Trades and Services; Mobility and Transportation.; Tourism and.

Marketing; and Office Education. There are-,a, total of approxiMately

fifty individual careers within the cTuSters identified above for which

occupational preparation i-s available.

In each of its reguired areas, the Mountain-Plains Progt;am provides

individualized 'diagnostic' and prescriptive-, mechanisms for determining

sequences of instructionifor each'student. Plans prepared for each

student recognize already existing skill level's as-noted by pretests-.

Student progress is then monitored on a continuing basis with formal

review every six weeks or, based on need, at interim points. Completion

f the Mountain-Plains Program is defined as validation in all required

program areas by both adults, including the requirement for validation in

an occupational skill for the head-of-household. Validation'is'based

upon the achievement of competency or perfbrmance objectivey as determined

by posttests.

The target population of the Mountain-Plains Program includes-
,

residents of the eSsentially rural areas within the six States which the

Program serves. Families of two or more members with at least one adult

13



are eligible. Selection ofstudent families is accomplished through the

application of a number of selection criteria. These criteria are

fundamentally exclusive rather than inclusive. The3vreflect the requirement

that the family be unemployed or underemployed with no present marketable

skills:, and that its members possess certain personal characteristics

(among the most important being age, education and ability to work) which

will enable them to negotiate, and benefit from, all aspects=of the

Program.

Mountain-Plains student families are recruited through six field

offices, located in the Capital cities of the six States the Program

serves. Staff in.-these offices are charged with recruitment, placement

and follpw-on suppert,-pre-Center data- collection, and liaison with state

and local agencies. In recruiting,..staff draw upon a variety- of sources

for referrals such as state and prfvate agencies, civic and church groups,

Indian groups, and listings of families who have received economic or

social rehabilitation serviCes in the past. In addition, families may

themselves apply for admission to the program through the State offices.

The recruitment and screening proCess yields a pool of families-

that have expressed a desire to enter the program and are defined as

eligible for participaiton in the Mountain-Plains Program. As an

important aspect of the research design for assessing program impactS,

approximately one-sixth of the pool of familfes eligible for participation

in the Program is assigned to a comparison group. Members of the

comparison group do not enter the Program and their experiences provide

a baseline against which the experiences of the families who enter the

Program may be cmpared.

Participant families arrive weekly .at the Center on Glasgow Air

Force Base and exit when they achieve validation in their program.
1

-he

Mountain-Plains Program is able to accomplish this weekly open entry/open

exit approach through individualtzed curricula. Family and student

Not all families who enter the program (participants) complete

their program. This gives rise to two subgroups of participants --
"completers," who achieve certification and complete their programs and

"resignees," who leave before they complete their program.



parti,cipation, and eventual program completion, occurs in accord with

individual plans for student families based on their present status,

assessed needs, and goals. The curricula developed by Mountain-Plains are

entirely individualized, allowing each student in an instructional area

to be at a different point in his or her program.

Each head-of-household is expected to participate a minimum of 35

hours per week in the formal program. Spouses must participate at least

30 hours per week until such time as a minimum program required of both

adults, the Family Core Curriculum, is completed. Both must also complete

Counseling, requiring from eight to twenty-two weekly group and individual

sessions. Study in one of the occupational preparat.)n areas, plus

supporting b'asic or foundation education, is required for the head-of-

household and is optional for the spouse.

The\fi st week ca-C-Center at Glasgow Air Force Base is devoted to

an orientation of the new student families. After orientation, -all adult

students enter the phase of the program entitled "Family Core Curriculum.

The length of time each student spends in this phase of the program varies-

with the individual; the average period is about four weeks.

During this phase the student participates in Health Education,

Home Management, Consumer Education, Parentinvolvement and Career

Guidance programs as well as initiating Counseling. Career Guidance helps

both adults to become aware of and to explore the universe of career

opportunities as well as their own aptitudes and interests before beginning

a specific program. By the end of the Family Core Curriculum, an

individual career development plan based upon measured needs and personal

goals has been developed for each head-of-household and interested spouse.

-he .individual then undertakes Occupational Preparation and, where

required, Foundation Education as well as continuing Counseling.

Foundation Education consists of Math Skills and Communication Skills,

including reading, grammar, spelling and punctuation. The levels of

Foundation Education required are determined by the career choice the

student makes. At the end of his or her program, the student mus_

complete Work Experience with an actual employer.

4
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Placement procedures are initiated three months prior to the

'predicted completion date of a student family. At this time a notification

is forwarded to the state(s) indicated by the student as choice of

residence. State staff rely .upon student information, employer contacts,

state employment agencies, and knowledge of state conditions to identify

the areas of job likelihood for a particular head-of-household and spouse,

should the spouse also detire employment.

Contact between State and Center continues through the last three

months a family is in the Program. At the time of program completion,

and if openings in the requested geographic area have been_identified,

the completing student(s) may travel from Glasgow Air Force, Base to the

area for interviews. Resumes, recommendations, and final transcrip_s are

madeavailable to potential employers at this time. If suitable

employment should be temporarily unavailable, the family moves to the city

or geographic area of-their choiCe,where placement efforts continue.

Mountain-Plains has the responsibility for support and follow-on

services conducted by the state office personn0 on at least a quarterly

basis. These follow-on services are intended to resolve problems that

may arise in the adjustment of the student family to iLs new community

and new employment situation.

1.2 The Contex_ of this Re ort: An Overview of the Abt Associates Inc.
Evaluation of the Mountain-Plains Pro ram

In July 1974 Abt Associates Inc. was commissioned by the National

Institute of Education to conduct an evaluation of the Mountain-Plains

Program. Abt Associates' evaluation of the Mountain-Plains Program

consists of three discrete but highly interrelated studies: (1) the

Follow-Up Study; (2) The Survey of Similer Programs, and (3) The National

Needs Assessment

1 6



1) The Follow-2

The Follow-Up Study will -directly assess the success of Mountain-

Plains in the fourth major goal area of the Program mentioned earlier --

program impact in terms of enhancing the "quality of life" of participants.

This is the primary area of research, testing the most basic hypotheses

about the effectiveness of the Program.

To accomplish this assessment of Mountain-Plains' effectiveness,

information will be gathered from participant and comparison'group

families at several points in time: prior to exposure to the Program;

at exit from the Program; and at six-mohth intervals after exit from the

Program (up to 24 months post-exit). Comparisons between participant

and control group families will indicate; in terms of multiple outcome

indicators, whether there are significant differences between the two

groups that can be attributed to participation in the Mountain-Plains

Program.

An important aspect of the investigation of Program effectiveness

will be analyses of differences in 'outcomes among various categories of

participants. If some groups of participants (e.g., those with different

education levels, background Oaraeteristics, etc.) experience stronger

impacts .than others, the Follow-Up Study will be concerned with determining

which groups benefi"ced most, and estimating the amount.of differences

among groups. The degree of program impact, if any, upon resignees will

also be investigated.

An examination will .also be made of the interrelations among the

variOus aspects of quality of life and the 'total impact of the Mountain-

Plains Program on the over-all well-being of the families and individuals

who participate in the Program. The investigation of the over-all effects

of the Program and the interrelationships among these effects (various

domains of quality of life) is extremely important since the Mountain-

2-
See, Study Plan for the follow-U- Stud Evaluation of the

Mountain-Plains Education & Economic Develo men' Program, Inc. Report No.
AAI-74-T30 an la ysis an or4.e Eva _ation of the
Mountain-Plains E ucation & Economic DevelopEtntgpm, Inc 01514)-ort No.
TA1-75-20 June 2, 1975. Requests should be directed to Richard L. Bale,
Project Director, Abt Associates Inc., 55 Wheeler Street, Cambridge, Mass.
02138.
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Plains career education model is designed to deal with multiple problems

irLa comprehensive.fashion. In general, the Follow-Up Study will ask:

Does the Mountain-Plains Program work? For whom does it work? Do effec

survive over time? Are program effects interrel ed, and if s,, how?

L) The Survey_of Similar Pro rams
3

TheSurvey of Sim ar Programs will provide comparative and

descriptive information on the nature, cost and success !ems of

increased income for participants) of four other comprehensive, family-

oriented, residential programs .similar to Mountain7Plains that have been

implemented elsewhere in the country. Some' major questions to be

addressed are: What is the nature of the programs? How are they similar

to and how do they differ from Mountain-Plains? What target groups do

they serve? What economic impacts- do they achieve? What are the costs

of other programs using the residential, comprehensive family rehabilitation

concept?

The primary purpose of the Survey Of Similar Programs is to

Provide a broad narrative_context within Which to view the research

findings concerning the Mountain-Plains Program.-

3) The National Needs Assessmen

An important and often-overlooked task in the evaluation of social

programs is to determine, on a ation-wide and/or regional basis: (a) the

size and characteristics of the potential client populations; and (b) the

extent to which the existing target population potentially could benefit

from the services provided by similar programs. The purpose of this

report is to address point (a) above:

To portray in'terms of size and characteristics,
on a national and regional basis, the potential

client population for family-based residential
career education prbgrams similar in concept to
Montain-Plains.

3_
-See, Stud Plan for the Surve of Similar P'ro ams_: Evaluation

of the Mountain-Plains Education & Economic Development Progam,

(Report No. AAI-74-132 . Requests for this document sh uld be directed to
Richard L. Bale, Project Director, Abt Associates Inc., 55 Wheeler Street,

Cambridge, Mass. 02138.

is
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The second aspect of the National Needs Assessment -- the extent

to which the potential client population could be expected to benefit from

participation in comparable career education programs -- depends upon an

extrapolation of the effec'ts of the Mountain-Plains Program on participants

with various profiles of characteristics to families with similar
,

characteristics in the potential client population. This taskrequires

complete data on the effects of the Mountain-Plains Program from the

Follow-,pp Study and will be addressed in the Abt Associates Final Report

on its evaluation of the Mountain-Plains Program.
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* * NOTE TO THE READER * *

mg.sTsima,

While reading the portrayal of the

potential client population presented in the

remainder of this report, the reader should

keep in mind that the data presented were

derived from the state-baSed 1/100 Public

Use Sam le of Basic Records from the 1970

Census'.
4

This has two primary implications:

The data presented are estimates of-the
population and, as such, are subject to
sampling error.

The data were current at the time the
1970 Census was conducted. Given the
state of the economy in the nation

, over the past two or threeyears, the
portrayal presented below Probably
understates the size and conditions
of the potential client population
to a considerable degree.,

4
For a description and technical documentation-of the State-baSed

Public Use Sample see, U.S. Bureau of the Census. Public Use .Sem-les of _Basic_
Records from the 1970 Census.: _Dei7iftf-on.-and Technical Documentation,
Washington, D.C., 1972. This Publication will be referred to as Documentation
throughout this report.
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CHAPTER TWO

DEFINING THE ELIGIBLE POPULAT ON

In,counting the number of families.in the nation and its various

regions who would be eligible for participation in a family-based

,residential career educaLion program such as Mountain-Plains we'eMploy

the same criteria applied by Mountain-Plains to determine eligibility for

entrance into the.program. The policy implications of using the same

eligibility criteria employed by Mountain-Plains are quite straight-

forward. We assume that theeligibility criteria applied by Mountain-

Plains have been developed to help identify those families who reasonably

:can be expected to derive significant benefits from participation in the

program. Should the application to the national population of the Mountain-
/

Plains eligibility, criteria be so restrictive that.only a small number of

families could be expected to benefit from participation in such a program,

there would be little reasom to consider replicating the Mountain-Plains

model elsewhere in the nation.

'The 1970 Census provides a data base sufficient in scope to allow

us to identify, count and describe the families in the United States who

meet the primary eligibility Criteria applied by Mountain-Plains. To

accomplish this ,quantification and characterization of the eligible

population we hav used the State Public Use qnalt_af pasic Records from

the_1970 Census,5 which provideS a 1/100 sample of households in the

United States.

The use of Census data has caused some difficulties in operationaly

defining the eligibility criteria applied by Mountain-Plains because the

Census data categories and the Mountain-Plains eligibility criteria do

not always correspond precisely. These differences, and the compromises

they necessitated, are discussed ,as they arise in- the course of defining

key concepts in the following sections.

See Cocumentatton.
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2,1 Pefir-A ng the Potential lyjigib1e
Basic Criter4

The three basic eligibility criteria applied by Mountain-Plains

are drawn from the mandate of the program -- that is shall address the

needs of rural poor families. At a minimum, then, to be eligible means

being (1) a family:, (2) poor; and (3) resident in a rural. area. The

definition of these terms is not universally agreed upon. Before

proceeding, therefore, we turn to the definitions of these terms as they

are used in this report.

2.1.1 The Definition of Famil

The Census defines a family6 as two or more- persons living in the

same household who are related by blood,_ marriage, or adoption. This

also means that all persons related to each other and living in the same

household are regarded as one family. A family is considered to be a

"primary" family if the head of the family is also the head of the

household. , The primary family (which is the definition of family used

in this report) may contain a subfamily -- for example, the son and

daughter-in-law of the primary family head.

While it does not correspond perfectly to the "nuclear" family

consisting of,two spouses and their children who typically enter the

Mountain-Plains Program,,this definition of a "family" is the best

approximation available from the Census data. If there is a bias

introduced into the estimates of the number of eligible families because

of this definition of "family," it is on the conservative side (i.e., the

estimates are low rather than high). The conservatism is due to the

fact that in the Census data any given primary family may contain one or

more subfamilies, who in themselves could be eligible. Members of sub-

families are, however, included in the total number of individuals defined

as eligible.

The 1970 Census indicates that there were 51,168,599 primary

families in the United States at the time of the 1970 Census.

6
-See Documentation, Concept 81, page 149.
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2.1.2 The_ Definition of Poverty

Poverty is an elusive concept. It has a tendency to be relative,

varying among observers and in different contexts. It is also difficult

to measure-objectively, because, although incomes might be equal among

families, essential expenditures may vary widely for multiple reasons

(family size, debt or other obligations, unusual medical or other

expenditures, etc.). Despite these difficulties, attempts have been made

to develop objective indicators of poverty. The most widely-used criterion

of poverty was developed by M. Orshansky of the Social Security Administra-

tion and was adopted by a Federal inter-agency coordinating committee in

1969 as a consistent yardstick for determining eligibility for a number of

Federal anti-poverty programs. The poverty index, as described in Census

doCumentation:

.takes into account such factors as family size,
number of children,:and farm versus.nonfarm residence,
as well as the amount of money income. The poverty
level is based ,on an 'economy' food plan designed
by the Department of Agriculture for 'emergency or
temporary use when funds are low.' The definition
assumes that a family is classified as poor if.its
total money income amounts to less than approximately
three times the cost of the 'economy' food plan.
These cutoff levels are updated every year to
reflect changes in the Consumer Price Index.7

Census variables indicate whether a 40ily's income is above or

below the poverty cutoff level and how much above or below (expressed as,

for example, between 1.0 and 1.25 times the poverty level). Table

2.1.2-1 on the following page presents the criteria used_ by Census in

determining poverty status for the 1970 Census data.

The Mountain-Plains Program does not use a specific income

criterion for eligibility. Its comprehensive services are designed to

7Documentation, page 156, Concept 105. See also M. Orshansky,

"Counting the Poor: Mother Look at the Poverty Profile," Social

Security Bulletin, Vol. 28, January 1965; "Who's Who Among the Pbor:
n_ -r oo a e Poverty Profile," Social Security Bulletin, Vol. 28,

1965; "Recounting the Poor: A Five Year Review," Social Security
Bulletin, April, 1966.
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Table 2.1.2-1a

POVERTY CUTOFFS Criteria tAeri n Determining FovCrTy Status for 1970 Census,
Income Figures are for 1969.

Family Sire

,
Number of Related Children Under 18 Years Old

None 1 2 3 4 5 6 or more

hue etaau

Under 65 years -oid
Nunfarm

51,975 -
65 years old and over 1,774 - -

2. Under 65 years old 2,469 $2,766
65 years ofd and over 2,216 2,766

3 2,875 1 2,963 37 -
4 3,790 ' 3,8-47 3,715 53,902
5 4,574 4,630 4,481 4,368 54,462
6 5,247 5,265 5,153 5,041 4,891 54,967

r more 6,609 6,665 6,535 6,422 6.274 6,049 55,994

Mile Head F, ren

1. Under 65 yeam old $1,679
65 years old and over 1,503 -

2. Under 65 years old
65 years old and over

2099,

1,834
-1

2,351
--
-

3 7,444 2,523 52,566
4 3,222 3,270 3,158 53,317 - -
5 3,888 3,936 3,809 3,713 $3,793 - -
6 4,460 4,475 4,380 4,285 4,157 $4,222
7 or more 5,618 5,665 5,555 5,459 5,333 5,142 55,095

Female Head Nonfarm
1. Under 65 years old 51,826 -

65 years old and ever 1,752
2. Under 65 yeam old 2,232 52,491 -

.9 years old and ever 2,190 2,491 - -
2,781 2,651 52,931 - - - -
3,641 3,771 3,753 $3,715 -

5 4,368 4,500 4,481 4,444 54,294
6 5,096 5,191 5,153 5,115 4,948 54,798 -
7 or more

, 6,403 6,497 6,478 6,422 6,255 6,124 55,825

Female Head Fa m
1. Under 65 years old $1,552 -

65 years old and over 1.489 - -
2. Under 65 years old 1,940 $7,117 - - - -

65 yeara old and over 1,862 2,117 - - -
3 2,364 2,253 52,491 - -
4 3,095 3,205 3,190 $3,158 -
5 3,713 3,825 3,809 3,777 53,650
6 4,332 4,412 4,380 4,348 4,206 $4,078
7 or more 5,443 5,522 5,506 5,459 5,317 5,205 54,951

8 ReP oed from Docu n Ion page 122
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Table 2.12-22

Income Thresholds at the Low-Income Level in 1973 by Sex of Head,
Size of Family, and Number at Related Children Under 18 Years Old,

by Farm-Nonfarm Residence

Size of Family Unit
Maio Heed

Number of Related Children Under 18 Years Old

None 1 6 or more

1 Person (unrelated ,div.)-
Under 65 years
65 years and over

2 Persons:
He'ad under 65 years
Head 65 years and over

3 Persons
4 Persons

5 Persons
6 Persons
7 or more persons

Female Head

1 Person (unrelated Midis( ):
Under 65 years
55 years and over

2 Persons:
Head under 65 years
Head 65 years and over

3 Persons
4 Persons
5 Persons
6 Persons
7 or more persons

i male Rene

1 Person (unrelated ind ):
Under,65 years
65 years and over

2 Persons:
Head under 65 years
Head 65 years and over

3 Persons
4 Persons

5 Persons
6 Persons

7 or mc -e persons

Female Head

1 Person (unrelated mow.):
Under 65 years
65 years end over

2 Persons;
Head under 65 years
Head 65 years and over

3 Persons
4 Persons

5 Persons
6 Persons
7 or more persons

Nom rm

$2,396
2,153

2.995
2.690
3,486
4,598

5,549
6.365
8,016

r $2,217
2.125

2,768
2,656
3,375
4,415

5,299

7.767

53,356
3.256

3,691

4,666
5,616

6,386
8 085

$3,022
3,022
3,215
4,574

5,459
6,296
7,881

-
$3.806 ID

4,505 $4,733
5,436 5,299 $5.413
6.251 6,115 5.934 56,025
7.926 7,790 7,610 7.337 $7,270

-
$3,556
4,553 $4,505
5,436 5,391 55,209
6,251 6,205 6.002 $5,819
7,858 7,790 7,587 7,429 $7,066

$2,036
1,830

2,515
2,286

2,965
3,909
4,717

5,410
6,815

$1,684
1,806

2,353
2,258
2,868

3,754
4.594
5,256
6,591

$2,852
2,852
3,061

3,967
4,774
5.128

6,873

$2,569
2,569
2,733
3.887
4,640
5,352
6,799

53.923
3.670
4,520

5,314
6.689

53,879
4,582

5,275
6.622

4,428

5,102

6,449

$5,121

6,237

,947

6,314

$6,180

56,006

1Reprorluced_ frn_n U 5 Soreau af tne Censia, Cur ent Papularon RernOrts. Consumer Income. Ch e -rtc; of me Law nt
Nn. 99, p, 161. Merce 1973.
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meet the needS of "multi-problem" famdlies demonstrating various types

of "maladaptive behavior." Indicators include unemployment, low family

income, JW self-concept, poor internal family relations and other factors.

Mountain-Plains admits to the program applicant families with incomes up

to approximately 1.5 times the poverty level. For the purposes of this

report, we will use the Census data to identify families with incomes up

to this level (1.49 tiMes the poverty cutoff) as one of the criteria for

eligibility for a Mountain-Plains type of career education program.

2.1.3 The Definition of "Rurali

A part of the rationale for the Mountain-Plains residential

approach to-career education is that families living outside miaJor urban

areas lack access to the array of services (including career education)

needed to enable them to break the poverty oycle. The Mountain-Plains

model is based on the premise that a _residential, family-based program

can best meet the needs of such rural families by providing an integrated,

comprehensive array pj services in a'si.ngle setting.

The six-State area served by Mountain-Plains is, for the most

part, an agrarian region. Even though there are a number of large

communities in these states, the character of all but a few is rural-

oriented. Mountain-Plains does not accept applicants'from Lincoln and

Omaha, Nebraska, the two largest Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas

(SMSAs) in the region. Mountain-Plains does, however, recruit from

other parts of the region, including some smaller SMSAs such as Boise,

Idaho; Great Falls and Billings Montana; Fargo, North Dakota; and Sioux

Falls, South Dakota. Mountain-Plains identifies areas as "rural" on the

basis of "general regional characteristics, prevailing occupational

patterns, and economic interdependence between the hinterland and
9

population centers."

8

8Letter from David Coyle, Director of Research Services, ountain-
Plains Education & Economic Development Program, Inc., to Richard Bale, Abt

Associates Inc., January, 1975.
A discussion of other eligibility criteria and our attempt to define

a relevant target population using Census variables is presented in a later

section of this report.

9
-Letter from D. Coyle, January 9, 1975.
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'riu.pal areas rr.ore restridti*e.

) cpi 1 ,oF lo3o t.!a:i 2,500 inhabitants.1° This

a nt-ioca c) aeT7iunities that are essentially rural

e- end Hany 'tias which are included in Mountain-Plains'

The appli,-.tion of the Census definion of rural as

..-iteien in terms of type -f place of res;dence would

12DY- underestimatP the sitP of the Potential client

Mountin-Plainc tvrie of residential career education

iiiT:ernative to the restrictive definition of 'aural place

cn Census WQ have adopted for use in this rep,. d much broader

,

concept. Essentially, "rural" as used in this report

Plldes defined by the Census as rural which include places
of 2,500 or less that are located within urban areas); plus

Non-metropolitan places (places,that are not defined by the
Census as Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas); plus

c) Some Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas (SMSAs) on the
lower end of the SMSA size continuum.11

)he Number Of 'Po entiall " Eli ible Families

Figure 2.1.4-1 on the following page portrays the "potentially"

population of families in the United States . There was a total

df -.)1,168,599 families in the nation in 1970. Of these, 10,090,658

:-r 19.7') fcipiJlies had incomes bel,ow 1.5 times the poverty cutoff

is, of the families in the nation were eligible for

H'ioition by virtue of their poverty status. Disregarding poverty

WirT2 20,296,150 -- or 39.7 of the total number of

The Documentation, page 134, Concept 16.

11_
For this report the SMSAs in the states of Maine, Montana, Nevada.

Hew Hampshire, Idaho, North Dakota, South Dakota and Utah were fncluded ik
4ofinitii--1 of rural place of residence. Restrictions applied on the

Public Use Census Tapes to insure confidentiallty prevent the SMSA/nori-SMSA
distincLion for these states. Sincemost of the SMSAs found in these eight
states are on the low end of the SMSA size continuum, the decision was
rode jointly by AAI and NTE to define these areas as "rural" for the
purposes of this report. See Documentation, variable H10, page 54.
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'POTE LE POPULATION IN THE UNITED STATES IN 197 86,700 FmH

FAMILIES ELIGIBLE BY FAMILIES ELIGIBLE BY
AGE OF FAMILY HEAD EDUCATION OE FAMILY HEAD

4,215,5r 0

FAMILIES ELIGIBLE BY
PHYSICAL AB!! OF

FAMILY HEAD ; IRK

4,979.624
192.3'7a,-)

THE TOTAL _ ;IBLE CLIENT POPULATION" OF FAMILIES IN 1970:

Those of the -Potentially" Eligible Population that are Eligible by Age and
Education and Physical Ability of Family Head

2.263.500
(42.8%)

Figure 2.11-1

The Number and Percent of the Potentially Eligible Population of Families that are Eligible
by Age of Family Head, Education -of Family Head, Physical Ability of Family Head to Work,
and the Total Eligible Client Population of the Families: The Population of Families t:ia*. is
Eligible byAge, Education and Physical Ability to Work of Family Head Combined:
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educatiou and ;cal criter tely, and when all three

criteria were applied simultaneously: eligible client pqpulation of

Of the "p7.entially" eligible families in the na ion we found that

2,660,100 (or 50.3i) of family heads were eligible when the age criterion

alone was considered. On the education criterion alone 4,215,500 (or 79.7)

were eligible, and 4,879,624 ( 92.E)
11

were eligible when-only the

physical ability to work criterion was applied.

nen the age, _iaticm and physical ability to work criteria were

all applied simAtaneously to the total potentially' eli gible population,

Figure 2.2.1-1 shows that:

o 2,263,500 families met all criteria used to identify
the eligible population of ilies.

o The eligible population included 10,955,340 individuals.

o The elidible population constituted 42.8% of the
"potentially" eligible population of families.

o The eligible population constituted 4.4% of the total number
of families and 5.4° of the total population in 1970.

This is not an insignificant segment of our national population from

either a humanitarian or an economic point of view.

To p t the eligible target poPulation in a slightly different

perspective, there were 51.2 million families in the United States. Of

these, 5.3 million had income below one-and-one-half times the poverty

level and lived in the geographical areas we have adopted to define rural

places of residence. This group of 5.3 million families was narrowed to

2.3 million by age, education and physical eli-ibility criteria together.

The age criterion alone would eliminate 50; .ne education criterion alone

would eliminate 20 and a health problem preventing work would screen

out 3%. All criteria applied simultaneously still left a large client

population eligible for entrance into a family-based residential career

education program such as Mountain-Plains: some 2.3 million families

accounting for nearly 11 million persons,

-- -The number and percent of family heads ineligible on the physical
ability to work criterion is partially confounded with the age criterion,
since persons over age 65 are assigned a "not applicable" ,code. See

Dpcumentation, variable P83, page 80,-and Concept 93, page 152.
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CHAPTER THREE

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE ELIGIBLE CLIENT POPULATION
ON A NATIONAL BASIS

Ir order to arrive at a national estinate of the size of the

clent population for which a family-based residential career educati on

program sl,,ch as lountainPlains would be relevant we applied, in the

precedino chaptee. various limiting eligibility criteria to the national

populatiom This procedure resulted in the identification of a group of

approximately 2,253,500 families that constituted the client population

eligible for program similar to Mou, ain-Plains. We now turn our

attention to a detailed description of this target group.

We will proceed by creating four distinct family pro Iles based

on a cross-classification of two very basic characteristics: a) the

family's poverty status; and b) whether both spouses, or only one parent

is present in the famdly. We will thon go on to describe the families in

each profile, and all eligible families as a group, in terms of:

o Basic demographic characteristics,

Housing conditions and costs,

Employment characteristics of family heads, and

Incomecharacteristics.

Where comparable data are available, we shall also present data

for all families in the United States so the reader will have a baseline

against which to compare the characteristics of the client populatlon

eligible for participation in career education programs similar to

Mountain-Plains.

3.1 Four_Basic_ Family Profiles

We have selected family poverty status and family struc ure

as the bases for creating four basic family profiles because both

3 3
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characteristics indicate underlying family situations
I levamt to the

comdepL 0F family-based residential career education t%r disadvantaged

families. Poverty status not only is associated with other social charac-

teristics, but, broken into the two categories presented below, it

provides the reader with a basis for determining wnether the eligibility

criteria should be at the officiaT poverty level or somewhat higher.

Family structure classified on the basis of the presence of both spouses

or only one parent is important because of the different needs impplied

by the two structures, both for the families themselves and in terms of

different types of services that proarams might need to provide.

Table 3.1-1 on the following page shows that 1,071,300 of the

eligible families in the nation were below the official poverty level

in 1970. We refer to these families as "poor' and they accounted for

approximately 47% of all eligible families. In addition, there were

approximately 1,192,200 families (53 of the eligible population)

between 1.00 and 1.49'times the Poverty level. These families are

referred to as "near-poor."

In terms of family structure 1,734,000, or approximately 77% of

the eligible families, had both the husband and wife present, jle

there were 529,500 single-parent families. Among single-parent families

472,400 were single female heads of families and only 57,100 single-parent

families were headed by males. Single-parent families were predominantly

headed by women with children to support.

By cross-classifying the two levels of family poverty status with

two-spouse/single-parent family structure we arrived at the four basic

family profiles used in the detailed description of the characteristics

of the eligible population that follows. Table 3.1-2 below describes

t'ie profiles that result from the cross-classification and the number

and percent of families in each profile. The family profiles are:

Poor, with family head and spouse both present
(705,600 families);

(2) Poor, with single-parent family (365,700 families);

(3) Near-poor, with family head and spouse both
present (1,028,400 families); and

(4) Near-poor, with single-parent family (163,800 families).

3 4
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-ble 3.1-1

Number and Percont of tiia Total Eligible Client Population of
Farntlies by Sel&cted Categories of Poverty Status and Family Tyo-a

CATEGORIES OE ELIGIBILITY
CRITERIA.

'UMBER 0
ELIGIBLE
FAMILIES

PERCENT OF
TOTAL ELIGIBLE

FAMILiES

TOTAL ELIGIBLE FAMILIES oo:n

POVERTY STATUS

a) 0.00 - 0.99 (-Poor 1 071 300

tal 1.00 1.49 (-Near 1 192 200

100 -;

FAMILY TYPE
a) Husband & Wife PrL,sen t 1 734 000

bi Pare.nt 5:!-0 51:0 73 4

1000
Single Female Hea4 472 400 20.9'11i

Single Male Head 57 100 2.5%

Table 3.1-2
Number and Percent of the Total Eligible CI. it Popdlation of

Families in 1970 in Each of 4 Profiles of Characteristics
as Defined by Selected Categories of Povenry Status and Family Type

PROFILE FAMILY PROFILE
DESCRIPTION

NUMBER OF FAMILIES
IN PROFILE

PERCENT OF TOTAL
ELIGIBLE CLIENT

POPULATION

Poo0, with Family Head and
Spouse both Present 705 600 31.2%

2 Poor, with SinglParent Family 365 700 16.2%

Near-Poorb with Family Head
and Spouse both Present 1 028 400 45.4%

4 -ar-Poor, with Single-Parent
Family 163 800 7.2%

'"Poor- moans the tamlly'l Poverty Index 0.00 0.99.

°"Neat-Poor" moans the famdy"; Povorty Index 1.00 1.49.
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Note that thore were o ce

below the poverty line as there were betwe, 1.00 and 1.49 times ,

poserLy line. Note also that among families below the poverty line

approximately 50'"i were gle-parent families, rule among near-poor'

families only 150 were single-parent families.

With th's brief ove-view of the four basic family profiles

mind, we now tor: co a more detailed characterization of the eligib

families in general and each of the four profiles separately.

A Nnte on Reading es_m -1 Through 3.6-1

Tables 3.3-1 through 3.6-1 present various sets of characteristics,

on a naTional basis, for each of the four family profiles ,,,,escribee above,

for all eligible families, and fcu- the total populatinn of families in

the nation. It is important to note the direction in which the various

sections of these tables sum to 100. Since it is our intention to

provide a separate description of each of the four family profiles, all

eligible families, and the total population of families in the nation, the

categories of each separate characteristic in the tables sum to 100

within eac._ column of the tables (there are six columns in each table,

one for each of the four family profiles, one for all eligible families,

and one for the total national population of families). For example,

one of the characteristics in Table 3.3-1 is "Race of Family Head," which

has four categories: white, black, American Indian, and "other." Within

the family profile column headed "Poor. Head and Spouse Present," these

four racial categories sum to 100% of the 705,600 families in the first

family profile. The same is true for each of the five other columns in

the table. Thus by comparing the percentages within a column one can

see how the categories of a characteristic are distributed within a

profile. By comparing percentages within the same row across columns one

can see how the four profiles, all eligible families, and the total

national population of families differ in terms of their composition on

the categories of the characteristic.

With the organization of the tables in mind, we now turn to a

d' tailed characterization oT the eligible families in the nation.

3 6
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In this

of the elgitle families in

characteristics with

=

we describe s bas o dT---a)tiirac I cha -rteristics

le four profi7 cilk no.. arc these

or all eligible fa3-ilies in the U3 .

as wall as for the total nati-nal populatic- of families. Table 3-3-1

nn tha lowing page precencs the data relevant to the discussic

3.3.1

Table 3.3-1- rw the following page that

a
were black, l were American Indian, and 0.2: were from o her racial

classifications. Compared to the total na ional population of families,

itcs . iteC,
.-

and blacks were over-represented abslit 4.97,, while American Indians and

other races had very nearly a proportional representation. Within the

poor, single-parent family profile blacks were very heavily over-represented

(by 17.41 while whites werh uhder-reprosentPd to a similar degree.

American Indians and other races were fairly evenly represented across

the four family profiles.

When we examined the figures for heads of' families who were of

Spanish descent we found that representation in the eligible population

was about the same as in the total population in the nation. This

representation WAS alsospread fairly evenly across the four family profiles.

3.3.2 Age of Famfly lead_

An inspection of the age distributions for head-of families in

TaLme 3-1 showed little in the way of differNices within or across the

four family profiles and the total eligible population. The percentages

-of families in each of the age groups were quite similar, with the

exception that the heads of near-poor single parent families tended t:

more heavily represented in the over-40 age groupi ngs.

3ri
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:

F-AMiLY PRnFl LE 1-

c

701) Q:=IS zOo i151)1 C.0.0

trA_IGIOLF.

007

ALL FAmiL:ES IN

THE
UNITE

.51 15F. '595

, 2,7 o

401)

I I 402

500 2(,),-.) 76 300

1 73_1-

4 100
(2 5 '

674 100 400 992 100
195,5'),) (96.500 (97.500

t 3.0 34

e) 35 39

9) 45 4

4. Education of Farni)y Head
01 6 =

22 000 7 000 19 200 1 600
(3.1%) (1.9%) (1.900 (1.1%)

120 700 49 000 157 800 15 200
(17.10,) (13.4%) (15.3%) (9.3%)

110 700 66 700 177 900 22 800
(15.7cd (18.2%) (17.3%) (13,900

131 600 75 400 208 100 27 000
(18.700 (20.6%1 (20.2%) (16,5%)

125 400 68 200 191 BOO 32 900
(17.8%) (18.6%) (18.7%) (20.1%)

105 600 06 700 ICI 800 33 200
(15.0'-i) (15.5%) (15.7%) (20.3%)

89 600 _ 42 700 111 909 30 900
(12.700 (11.7%) (10.9%) (18.9%)

z

2 180 300
196.3)1),)

50 000
12.2%)

342 700
(15.1%)

378 000
(16.7%)

442 100
(19.5%)

418 300
(19.5%)

257 200
(15.8%)

279 100
(12.2%)

3 701

49 129 514
(96.0'%)

::310 o541
(1.0%)

3 231 759
110.6%)

5 293 681
(17.3%)

5 165 689
(15.9%)

5 225 126
(17.1%)

5 661 519,
(18.5%)

5 594 035
(18,6%)

175 200 65 400 194 300 25 400
(24.800 (17.9"%) (18.9) (15.5%)

5) 9 II 123 500 76 400 180 700 33 500
(17.5%) (70.9%) (17.6%) (20.5%)

c) 12 30-3 500 190 500 521 600 87 000
(43.0%) (52.1%) (50.7%) (53.1%)

han 12 103 400 33 400 131 800 17 900
(14.7%) (9.1%) (12.8%) (10.9%)

5 Sex of Family Head (number
and percent in profi(e);

3) Male

f-U Female

460 300 l3432Q '3 b
(20.3%) (76.7%)

414 100 9 943 865
(18.3).-,) (19.4%)

1 102 600 15 233 381
(48.7%) (29.8%)

786 500 12 347 033
(12.7%) (24.1%)

705 6013 27 800 1 028 400 29 300
(1000 : (7.6%) (100%) (17.9%)

-o- 337 900 C)- 134 500
-0, (92.4%) -0- (92,1%)

1 791 100 45 629 526c
(79.1%) (89.100

472 400 5 539 072
(20,9%) (10.8%)

6. Does Famil? Head Ha.-e a
DiSatiaity Lrmiting Work,

Y,--;

5) Nc)

70 400 20 100 23 900 17 400
(10.0%) (8.2%) (8.1%) (7.6%)

635 200
0%)

335 600 944 600 400
(91.8%) (91.9%) (92.4%)(90,

196 700
(6.7%)

2 066 800
1.3%)
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tho Pnoy!.-nipo

CHARACTERISTICS

FAMILY PROFILE TYPE ALL ELIGIBLE ALL FAMILIES I
FAMILIES' THE

UNITED
(2 2GES 500

ETATEcFarld,,$)
(El -i 509

POOP NEAR-POOP
L7.05F5S5,0,J5,575 f._-7;,,,II,7 1 b,:,-In Sp.-_,,j5

,

Pros Ent Pa t t-_,-,1 P.Fat7.51

I7QE 699 !3-55 -10Q ; l 429 409
.

ramd,e) Fanwidn1 Far,li.,,1

P.,--.:1
(163 E,:,:r
Farndle70

7 AvIr-a-di2 NuninL)-7= c7a

in a Family 5.0E 4 --2:7-. A C,A 3.,68 4.84 3,eL

B. A u.uEu umtu r
Cmicr.Ein U--,::::f 1S
in a Family 2.91 2.95 2.89 2.,E 7 .7,E7 7.'36'.

3U.S. Bura20 cit In- U itii an3us F,55-n-.5,ip,,c371 1975 VD, of IN, P.:.11;)Y,Ific--,. rtcH Jr.17 51-2172;
22s3. tn) 1 66:

Diirm cot..--ey.-m. for 1llle U 4 ncits107 ho.-25 of f2m:;;or Tt,,an

C.,is-,y;, CI PooL.,1.1or I PlO SJOnrtna! Er7n9nrn-r- C:"E./..-ttEr-,Etrins i=.nat Perpront. PC(1 Cl Urcted 85a-75 alm:=5137v, -rabic 99. pp 1 ITS

00read of the census. Censu; ot 8QoplatiOn- 1970, Gee7y.il Etof,omic C:lowreeisbcs, Table 95, pp, 1-398.

Th,.= rEcteEnry roluccs torn.ho hovls L,7twten 15 and 19 vtar-§ of ogE. Percents aft-, hasco on 34.589.993 family h.2ads betwecn the age; M and a9
Burea9 cf the ftrItuS. (2,7-nws PoDulatiOn 1970. Der3ited E:ho: Report 9511 UnItad Snt tSumrnary , Table 204,

39
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h--

hldh school

of

ted ..-tween sixth nd th çrdes 31 h _ completed some

not graduated. intere:stiou ly 48. Th had completed

s=nd an additional 12. td completed at loast one year of

school bo2,ond high school. Among the four family profile_ poor families

with both spouses present had on idiosyncratic education distribution

compared to the other three rofi in. They had a noticeably higher

percentage of heads in the sixth _-_ eig,Ah grade range (from to 9c;,

more than the other profil while at the same time haying the highest

oPrcentago of farrnly heads Ylho havo comoleted more than a high school

education. They also had between V and 101 lower representation i.
the high school glagua',e category. Comparing the nuads of all eligible

families with the national population of family heads-14 we see that the

eligible population and the total national population had similar

ptfreentages oF fami7 heads who lah completed some high school but had

not graduated. The percentage of famdly heads in the eligible population

who had completed high school but no post-secondary education was 19%

hioher than in the total national population, while the percentage of all

famili heads in the nation who had completed some post-secondary education

was 1 hioher than among the eligible population.

3.3. 4 Spy._ of_ farrrily Head

This characteristic is not as in ormative as it could be because

the densus arbitrarily defines the male spouse as head of the family if

however, the percentage

.f female heads was 10% higher in the poor family profile than in the near-

poor profle. Among all eligible families the percentage of single female

family heads w twice that in the national population.

he is present.
15

Among single heads of families,

if7
See footnote ib' to Table 3.3-1 for an explanat'on of the non-

comparability between the figures for all eligible familis and the
national population regarding the 6th - 8th grade category.

15_
See Pocumenta.t n, Concept 80, pages 148-149.
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3.3.5

'Among the total national population 6.9% of all persons between

the ages of'16 and 64 had a disability that limited their ability to work

8.7% of the heads of eligible 'families had such disabilities, a

percentage slightly greater than in the total national population. Within

the four family profiles the heads of poor family with both spouses present

had.the highest percentage of disabilities limiting work -- 10% - which

was 2% higher than in other profiles and 3% higher than the percentage

-in the national population.

3.3.6 Famil Size and Children Unde- 18

The average number of persons per family in the United States was

3.56 at the time the'1970 Census was conducted, while there were 4.84

persons per family aMong the total eligible population. For families in

the eligible population with both spouses present families had an average

of slightly over 5 members, while.single-parent families, especially the

near-poor, were closer to the overall national average in size.

On the otherilanct, among eligible families the average number of

related children was very clOse to the national average, being only 0.5

children greater. This indicates that the larger average family size

among eligible families as compared to the national population was due

to more persons in eligible Families over 18 years old, and may well

include members of the extended family (for example, grandparen s ) who

are in the upper part of the age distribution.

3.4 Houqag_anditions and Costs for Eligible Fami 1 i

Fbur Profiles

In this section we provide a description of the housing conditions

in which the eiiyiTh oe2ulation lived and how much such housing cost. In

additjon,' we provide a compaTison of housing conditions and.costs among

the four family profiles,-all eligible families, and all housing units

4 1
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16_
in the na on,--,,--:--i- e disbusSion b cusing conditions and costs is based

. .7-

on'Table 3.4-T on the----following page.

3.4.1- Heusing Costs

The 'data on hotising cos s presented in Table 3.4-1 are based on

on4/th e families'end housing units that were in the rent universe
17

at

the time of the 1970..Census. Gross monthly rent refers to monthly contract

rent Elus the average.mmthl,y coSt of utilities, whether included in the

rent or-paid for separat\ely bv the tenant.
18 At the time the 1970 Census

was conducted the average 'gross monthly rent for all rental housing units

in the nation was $110.00 per month, whereas the average gross-rent for ,
\

all eligible families was $87.00, per month, gbout $23.00 per month less

than the national ,average. Among the four.family profiles 'We see that

poor families paid about $83.00 per month, with.-6ear-.flpobr families paying

about $9.00 more at $92.00 per monthj qpnsidered by themselves, these

figures seem "appropriate:" on the Average libor families paid_less for
.

rent than did'near-poor families who iAirh, paid, less fer rent than

did the total national population of familiesAn the-rent Universe. Bue

let us consider the relative cost of gptiss rent for t6e eligible client

r--
population as compared to 4the national-mpulatiOn:in general.

../.

Looking at-gross rent.as a-percet-of 4ta-tTiamily income in
Je

Table 3.4-1 we'See that fam6lies in' the clfrit
f

a staggering percentage 6f their totAl--1:amiTy income,for hou-sing,

expecially compared to the total national population: Over 387,of the

entire eligible population'paid 35% or more.of the&f.--tbtal family income

for housing costS, while onig 16.6% of the total natidnal,Population

incurred such a relatively high cost for housing. jnspeCtion of,the

data for each of the four profiles indies that housing.liosts. hit'Atie

16We use all housing units in the nation,ratfier-,thap-housjng

conditions for all fiETTfes because/comparib1e7-4,960.atibmisnovailab1e
for famti-lies from *US-lied C- -44(doCuments, with_the _eptions neted-ln .

the footnotes to Table 3.4-1.

17See fooLnote 'a' to Table .4-1.

See Documentation, Concept 167, p' es 166-167.
Now

18-
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TABLE 3.4-1

Housing Conditions and Costs for Eligible Families in Each of
4 Family Profiles, For Ali Eligible Families, and For

All Families in the United States

CHARACA-ERISTICS

FAMILY PROFILE TYPE ALL ELIGIBLE ALL FAMILIES IN
THE

UNITED
STATES

(51 160 599
FAmilles)

POOR NEAR-POOfi FAMILIES
Both Sp0ut

(705 5r.i9
f.arrli:::,0

Single
Parent

1365 700
Families)

ath spot,
Present

(1 020 400
_Families)

Singie
Perent

1163 BOO
Families)

(2 2 63 500
kamiliesi

1, Average, Oross Monthly 582 8 684 a S91 ''' $92 a 587 8 S110 b
Rent In = 231 900) In = 194 400) In = 311 100) In = 70 200) in = 807 600)

2 _ross Rent as Percent o
Totat Famik Income'
a) Less than 20% 47 900 14 200 128 400 20 400 710 900 7 852 134 '

(21.6%) (8.4%) 141.2%) (29.1%) (27.2%) (56.2%)

. b) 20-24% 22 000 14 500 63 100 11 400 111 0013 1 889 218
-19.9%) (3.5%) (20.2%) (16.2%) (14.4%) 113.6%)

c) 2 4 _ 36 500 29 300 69 900 71 200 156 900 1 845 679
(16.4%) (17.2%) (22.5%) (30.2%) (20.3%) (13.3%)

oi 2 or more 115 800 112 GOO 49 700 17 200 294 700 2 308 546
(57.1%) 165.9',1 (16.0%d, (74.5%) t38. I'd (16.6%)

3. Average i otal Number of
PersonS Living in Housing
Unit 5.07 4 34 5.06 3.96 4.87 3.11

4. Number of Persons per
Room

a) .50 or less 85 100 72 400 85 500 45 100 288 100 31 729 805
(17.1%) (19.8%) (8.3%) (27.5%) (12,7%) (50.0%)

b).51-.75 140J00 85 100 214 100 46 800 486 700 14 416 343
(19.9%) (73.3%) 120.8%1 (26.6%) (21.5%) (22.7%)

c) .76-1 212 000 106 600 394 300 44 500 757 400 12 238 575
(30.0%) (29.1%) (38.3%) (27.2%) (33.5%) (19.3%)

d) 1.01-1 0 168 600 63 400 262 303 19 500 513 800 3 781 905
(23.9%) (17.3%) (25.5%) (11.9%) (22.7%) (6,n)

51 2.00 69000 25 400 58 600 5 900 158 900
(9.8%) (6.9%) (5.7%) (3.6%) (7.0%) t. 1 278 563

ore Than 2.00 30 200 12 800 13 600 2 000 58 600 1
2.0%)

(4.3%) (3.5%) (1.3%) (1.2%) (2.6%)

5. Numbcr and Percent of --,
Families Without Complete 102 100 52 600 67 OM 11 300 233 000 2 972 118 e
Private Kitchen Facilities (14.5%) (14,4%) (6.5%) (6.9%) 110.3%) (4.4%)

6. Number and Perceht of
Families With NO Piped 141 100 69 100 103 500 14 200 377 900 3 109 013 e
Hot Water (20.0%) (18.9%) (10.1%) (8.7%) (14.5%) (4.6%)

7. Number and Percent of
Families with NO Flush .
Toilet, or NO Private Flush 137 000 60 600 102 800 12 400 317 800 3 717 601 e
Toilet (19.4%) (16.6%) (10.0%) (7.6%) . (13.8%) (4.8%)

_. i'iiumber and Percent of
Families With NO Bathtub or
Shower, or NO Private Bath- 141 700 69 900 106 500 14 100 332 200 3 660 174 e
tub or Shower (20.1%) (19.1%). (10.4%) (8.6%) (14.7%) (5.4%)

9. Number and Percent Of
Families With NO Telephone 277 MO 136 900 292 BOO 42 600 749 300

f
a 033 626

Available (39.3%) (37.4%) . (28.5%) (26.0%) (33,1%) (12.7%)

10. Number and Percent of 642 400 40 000 500 150 000 2 071 900 51 482 456 9
Families 'Ilith NO Dishwash (91.0%) (910%) 4%) (91.6%) (91.5%) (81.1%)

(COn rinued)
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TABLE 3,4=1

Housing Conditions and Costs for Eligible Families in Each of
4 Family Profiles, For All Eligible Families, and For

All Families in the Uniwd States

FAMILY PROFILE TYPF
t 1 F1111111LE
FAMILIES

ALL FAMILIES IN
I La,P009 NEAR-POOH

Roth Spouses Single Roth Spouses Single, (2 263 500 RNITFO
Present Nonni Present Parent Families) STALLS

. (705 500 (365 700 fi 028 400 (1631300 (57 168 599CHAHACTERIST1C5 Farrows) families) Lamilies) Families) Families)

11, Number and Per,ent of 49 20f_E 30 200 44 300 7 200 130 MO 2 852 814 9
FiartilliM; Wifii NO T.V,. (7.1;Thi) (13.3%) (4,3%) (4,4%) (5.8%) - (4,5%)

1 2, Number and Percent of
Families That Can NOT 469 700 242 800 628 100 99 700 1 440 300 30 636 605 9
Receive UHF TN, Signaish (66.6%) (66.4%) (61.1%) (60,9%) (63.6%) (48.3%)

13. Number and Percent Of
Families With NO Battery 25 200 1 58 700 289 400 54 500 753 800 17 338 929 9
(JprraIeri flarFo .6%) (43,4%) (28.1%) (33,3%) (33,3%) (27,3%)

Thu average gross.monthly rent is based on those familim in f tm rent universe. S itclutlral are those families who own !twit housing unit, cm wulhnnli trash, tent,
ot live in one family houses On plates nl 1 0 arras or rtsca C. The number of families thetl in estimating the a±,erage for each profile and lot all eligible families is shown
in the tAble Bee flocirotedfatidn, Concept 167 yrade 166. ary1 Variable LOA, page 57.

mcii an 54.159.0113 bousic4 unit s.-1).5, Bia eau of the reruns, Census Of 600411
nttrni States Summary. Tablu 95 pp. i 400 .

-n 1970, GNINN Ni Nit _colromIc

caaseri on 63449,747 househugls. U.S, Bonita() of the Censu Cernsnns Population: 1970, nem^ -/ F,ommntuiman
United States Fromm-Qty. Table 54, pp. 1-226.

°Based on 63.445,192. neeppleff housing units: U.S. Bureau of the Ccrosirs, Census of f lousing 1970, ()eroded tfnn,snmrui 621.u..e:ferrsors, Final Hrlronf,
1)I31, United SUVA SUmmaty, Table 30, no, 1 782:

flased on 57.(309,094 year rottriff fInnninglittits. Ootailrml (9, 1,-lefinries, Table 29, pp. 1 2130,

fBastn-1 on 63,445,192 occupied housing units, DI-90999 flocIsing Charactetivtirs, Table 29, pp. 1-260.

9Hased on 63,440,M) occupied hOusing unth. tjetarted Holisow Chdearteristics, Table 24, pp. 1.254,

hThis include% families with no TV set as well as !amities that have TV sets Mat are not etitiipctet1 to receive UHF signals,

iCsamputed on the basis of 13,805,577 ter4a1 units occupied by families on data presertted in U.S. Bureau of the (:11SIIS, Glni$11% Of Population. 1 70.
SnnbJect Roarmis, Finol Renort PC(2), 93, Sow Income Popul3tion, Table 36, p. 410.

,sture, Final Fiepor I, PC(1

Lt
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poorest families hardest:, Nearly 66% of poor single-parent families paid

35% or more of their total family income for gross rent, as did about

52% of .poor twe-spouse families. Among the near-poor, about 25% of

single-parent families and 16% of two-spouse families paid 35% or more of

their total family income for rent. Figure 3.4-1 on'the following page

graphically illustrates these relationships.

Consider the 'relative cost,of renting incurred by the.eligible

population from a slightly different perspective. A rule of thumb that'

is frequently,applied by real estate firms and mortgage institetions is

that housing payments should not exceed 25% -of gross total incoh,J or

the cost of housing will pose a serioua finanical strain. Among th

total national population of families-in the rent .pniverse in 1969, .

approximately 30% were paying more than 25% of their gross income for rent,

while -over 58% of all eligible families were exceeding'the-"25% rule-of-

thumb." Within the eligible group over,83% of poor, single-parent families

were in this situation, along with 69% of poor two-spouse famili, : 39%

of near-poor two-spouse families, and 55% of near-poor single-parent

families. In terms of the "25% rule-of-thumb" the high relative cost o

rent for the eligible population as well as for those who paid 35% or

more is graphically 'd picted in Figure 3.4-1.

The burden that housing costs plate on the rural poor should be

considered within tie.context of the.adequacy of the housing units.

Referring again to Table 3.4-1 we now examine the adequacy Of the housing

in which the eligible population lived.

3.4.2 Adequacy_of _Housing Units

In the United States as a whole, there was an average of 3.11

persons per housing unit in 1970 and-50% of the population lived in

dwelling units in which the persons-to-space ratio was 1/2 a person per

room or less. In the total eligible population there was an average of

4;87 persons per housing unit (nearly 2 persons more than in the national

average), and fewer than 13% had.enough space that there las 1/2 a person

or less per roont. Put differently, in the nation as a whole only 8% Of

the housing units were occupied by more than one person per room, but

4
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Figure 3.4-1

Percent of Families in the Rent Universe in 1969 whose Gross Rent was 25% or Mt;re
and 35% or More of their Total Family Income, by All Eligible Families, Each of 4
Family Profiles, and All Families in the United States in the Rent Universe



among eligible families 32.3% lived in housing units in which there was

more than, one -person per room. The eligible population,:on the average,

clearly lived in more crowded housing than did the population as a whole.

If this was the case, the qUestion'that next arises is, "Was the quality

of the housing in which the eligible population lived comparable to the

housinb of-the rest of the nation?"

Turning again to Table 3.4-1 we find that without exception, when

compared to all housing units in the nation, a higher percentage of the

housing in which the eligible population lived was lacking basic equipment.

Also, without exception, poor families were somewhat worse off than near-

Poor families in terms ofbasic housing conditions.

Over 10% of eligible families either had incomplete kitchen

facilities or shared their kitchen with another family. Over 14% of

eligible families had no piped hot water, nearly 14% either had no flush

toilet or had a flush toilet they had to share, nearly 15% had no bathtub

or shower or had to share the one to which they had access,' 33% had no

telephone available, 92% had no dishwasher, 6% had no TV, and 33% did not

have a battery operated radio. Nearly 64% (including thoSe who did not

have a television set) could not receive UHF television signals (the type

broadcast by the ATS satellites):

Much of the housing in which the eligible population lived was

lacking in one or more of the basic pieces of equipment that comMonly

define minimally acCeptable housing standards. Yet such housing (when

rented for cash) cost only $23.00 a month leSs than the national average

and consumed a very-high percentage of the total family income of eligible

families.

3.5 Em- lo ment Characteris-ics of Heads" of,Eli ible Famflies by
Four Profiles

In the preceding sectionS we described the basic demographic

characteristics of the eligible population of families and the housing

-conditions in which they live. We turn now to an examination of the

eMployment characteristics of the heads of eligible families. The

following discussion is based on Table 3.5-1 below.
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Table 3.5-1

Employment Characteristics of Heads of Eligible Families in Each of 4 Family
Profiles, for All Eligible Families, and for Heads of All Families in the United States.

CHARACTERISTICS

FAMILY PROFILE TYPE ALL ELIGIEELE ALL FAMILIES IN
THE

UNITED
STATES

(51 166 599
Families)

0 R NEARiPO R FAMILIES
60th Spouses

Preterit
1205 600
Familiesi

Single
Parent

(365 700
Families)

Both Spaines
Present

(1 028 400
Families)

sin
Parent

(163 600
Families)

(2 263 500
Families)

1. Employment Status of
Family Head-s

al Employed 615 809 177 300 966 800 125 200 1 825 100 40 910 885°
(48.5%) (94.0%) (76.4%) (813%) 180.0%)

bl Not Employed 33 600 20 900 31 700 7 000 93 200 1 097 034
(4.8%) 15.7%) (3,1%) (4.3%) (4.1%) 1. 1%1

, c) Not in Lanai Force 56 200 167 500 29 900 31 600 285 200 9 160 000
(8.0%) (45.8%) (2.97:-2 (19.3%) (12.6%) (17.9%)

2. Number and Percent of
Family Heads Who Worked
and Did Not Work During
the Previous Year In . 35 937 081)
a) Did not-work during the 43 300 143 800 12 100 21 500 220 700 7 276 281°, b

previous year 16 lq el (3.-9.3`:.1 11.2',0) (13.1'-a) (9.8%) '(14.4%)
oi Woiked during he 662 300 221 900 1 010 3L10 '142 300 2 042 800 28 660 800

previous year (93.9a) 160.7%1 (95.8%) (86.9=.0; 190.2%) (85.6%)

-

3. Number and Percent of
Family Heads by Num.
ber of Weeks Worked
During Previous Year

a) 13 weeks or less 43 500 46 800 16 300 10 100 117 700
(6.6%) (21.1%) (1.6%) (7.1%) (5.7%) 2 650 738

b) 14 , 26 46 200 38 800 34 300 10 600 129 900 (6,2%)
(7.0%) (17.5%) (3.4%) (7.4%) (6.4%) .

c) 27 , 39 65 700 33 100 67 000 13 900 179 700 2 086 380
(9.9%) (14.9%) (6.6%) (9.8%) (8.8%) (4.8%)

d) 40 . 47 60 900 19 400 86 300 14 100 180 700
(9.2%) (8.7%) (8.5%) (9.9%) (8.8%) ,5 766 831

e) 48 . 49 43 300 9 300 63 400 9 100 125 100 (13.4%)
(6.5%) (4.2%) 16.2%) (6.4%) (6.1%)

11 50 - 52 402 700 74 500 740 000 84 500 1 310 700 32 579 275
(60.8%) (33.6%) (73.7%) (59.4%) (64.2%) 175.6%1

4. Number and Percent of Ern.
pioyed Family Heath Wha
Worked and Did Not Work
During the Reference Week

al Did not work during
reference week

In . 662 300)

75 800

In - 221 900)

50 300

(n ---- 1 016 3Q01

119 400 I

(n 142 300)

21 400

In . 2 042 8001

266-900

(n -= 28 660 800) h

668 396h

b) Worked during refer nce
week

(11.4%)

586 500 i

(22.7%)

171 600

(11.7%) I

896 900

( 15.0%)

120 900

(13.1%)

1 775 900

(2.3%)

27 992 404h
(88.6%) (77.3%) (88.3%) (85.0%) (86.9%) (97.7%)

--;5. I,.Jumber of Hours Worked by
Employed Family Heads at
Work During the Reference
Week In , 686 5001" In - 171 600) In = 896 900) In - 120 900) (n . 1 775 9001 In . 27 992 4041h

1 34 hours 84 500 - 55 900 83 200 22 300 245 900. 2 465 146h
(14.4%) (32.5%) (9.3%) 118.490 (13.8%) (8.8%)

b) 35 - 40 hours 228 7G0--- ___82 600 386 900 70 100 768 300 13 860 69a
(39.0.) (48.2%1 143.1%) (58.0%) (43.3%) 149.5%1

C 1 4 1 4 8 hours 85 100 17 300
f

162 800 14 600 279 800 5 433 575
114.5%1 110.1%),/ 116.2%) (12.1%) I15.8%) (19.4%)

d) 49 - 59 hours 59 200 8 400 107 800 7 400 182 800 3 277 915 --
(10.1%) (4.9%) (12.0%) (5.1%) (10.3%) 111.7%)

el 60 hours or -more 129 000 7 400 156 200 6 500 299 100 2 955 070
(22.0%) (4.3%) (17.4%) 15.4%) (16.8%) (10.6%)
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Table 3.5.1
Employment Characteristics of Heads of Eligible Families in Each of 4 Fa ily

Profiles, for All Eligible Families, and for Heads of All Families in the United Sta

CHARACTERISTICS

FAMILY PROFILE TYPE ALL ELIGIBLE ALL FAMILIES IN
THE

UNITED
STATEs

(51 168 599
Ferniliesl

POOR NEAR-POOR
,

FAMILIES
Both Spouse

Present
(705 600
Faral

Single
Parent

(365 700
Famdici )

Both Spouses
Present

(1 0213 400
Families)

Single
Parent

(163 800
Families)

(2 263 500
Families)

6. Class of Worker
a) Private Co, Employee, etc. 441 600 249 700 699 600 119 400 1 510 300 31 857 243g

(616%) (68.3%) (68.0%) (72.9%) (66.7%) (62.3%)
b) Fed. Government 35 600 8 900 84 400 7 600 16 500 2 126 347

(5.0%) (2.4%) (8,2%) (4.6%) (6.0%) (4.2%)
c) State Government 20 200 10 300 33 300 7 200 71 000 1 439 332

(2.9%) (2.8%) (3,2%) (4.4%) (3.1%) (2.8%)
di Local povernment 25 500 14 600 44 000 9 30, 93 400 2 777 922

(3.6%) (4.0%) (4.3%) (5.7%) (4.1%) (5.4%)
e) ..,elf E ployed 168 600 13 900 163 700 8 000 354 200 4 BOO 991

(23.9%) (3,8%) (15.9%) (4,9%) (15.6%)
f) Working without pay . 3 300 2 000 1 000 400 6 700 67 275

(0.5%) (0,5%) (0.1%) (0,2%) (0 :-.l%) (0.1%)
g) NA, etc.e 10 800 66 300 2 400 11 900 91 400 8 099 489

(1.5%) .1%) (0,2%) (7,3%) (4.0%) (15.8%)

7. Type of Occupation
a) Professional-Technical 35 600 14 800 54 500 9 000 113 900 5 968 306c

(5.0%) (4.0%) (5.3%) (5.5%) (5.0%) (11.7%)
b) Managers & Administrators 34 200 6 000 59 700 5 000 104 900 4 973 564

(4.8%) (1.6%) (5.8%) (3.1%) (4.6%) (9.7%)
c) Sales Workers 17 500 13 600 39 800 6 300 77 200 2 831 394

(15%) (3.7%) (3.9%) (3,8%) (3.4%) (5,5%)
d) Clerical 17 600 4 r91/0 39 000 26 700 125 200 3 517 227

(2.5%) (11.5%) (3.8%) (16.3%) (5,5%) (6.9%)
el Craftsmen 128 100 10 790 238 300 8 100 385 200 8 937 824

(18.2%) (2.9%) (23.2%) (4,9%) (17.0%) (17.5%)
f) Operatives (Not Transp) 109 500 57 200 189 200 39 200 395 100 5 546 251

(15.5%) (15.6%) (18.4%) (23.9%) (17,5%) (10.8%)
g) Transport Operatives 58 200 4 200 92 900 3 800 159 100 2 351 028

(8.2%) (1.1%) (9.0%) (2.3%) (7.0%) (4.6%)
h) Non-farm Labor 83 700 7 900 88 200 4 400 184 200 2 031 079

(11.9%) (12%) (8.6%) (2.7%) (8.1%) (4.0%)
0 Farmers/Farm Managers 100 300 4 100 73 000 3 600 181 000 1 204 643

(14.2%) (1.1%)
..
(7.1%) (2,2%) (8.0%) (2.4%)

j) Farm Laborers, 66 000 12 900 41 600 2 400 112 900 485 796
(7.9%) (3.5%) (4.0%) (1,5%) (5.0%) (0.9%)

k) Service Workers- NP 34 700 90 100 54 300 37 200 216 300 3 122 464
Not Private (4,9%) (24.6%) (5,3%) (22.7%) (9.6%) (6.1%)

I) Private Household Service 200 33 700 100 4 400 38 400 201 633
(.0%) (9.2%) (.0%) (2.7%) (1.7%) (0.4%)

m) NA, etc.f 30 OM 68 600 57 800 13 700 170 100 9 997 390
(4.3%) (18.8%) (5.6%) (8.4%) (7.5%) (19.5%)
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Table 3.6-1

Employment Characteristics of Heads of Eligible Families in Each of 4 Family
Profees, for A11 Eligible Families, and for Heads of All Families in the United States,

CHARACTERISTICS

FAMILY PROFILE TYPE ALL ELIGIBLE
FAMILIES
12 263 500

Families)

ALL FAMILIES IN
THE

UNITED
STATES

151 168 590
Famines)

POOR NEAR-POOP.
Roth Spouses

Pr 0011
1705 600
Famities)

Single
Parent

1365 700
Farmlies I

Bom Spouses -I
Present

11 028 400
Families)

Single
Parent

1163 800
Families/

3. Type of Industry
a) Agriculture, Forestry, 168 000 20 100 130 200 7 100 325 400 1 988 141d

Fisheries- (23,8%) (5.5%) (12.7%) (4.3%) (14,4%) (3.9%)

b) Mining 16 100 1 400 25 400 45 600 530 714
12.6%) (0.4%) (2.5%)

_700

(0.4%) (2.0%) (1.0%)
c) Construction 88 500 4 900 131 300 4 600 229 300 3 830 687

(12.5%) i1.3%) (12.8%) (2.8%) 110.1%) (7.5%1

4) Manufacturing 162 600 64 600 288 300 45 000 560 500 12 558 643
(23.0%) (17.7%) (2E10%) (27.5%) (24.8%) (24.5%)

e) Transportation 41 900 8 100' 68 000 4 700 122 700 3 539 421
(5.9%) (2.2%) (6.6%) (2.9%) (5.4%) (6.9%)

f) Wholesale and Retail Trade 94 200 75 200 162 800 34 200 366 400 7 069 978
(13.4%) (20.6%) (15.8%) (20.9%) (16.2%) (13.8%)

g) Finance, insurance, Real 6 200 6 500 12 800 4 700 30 200 1 762 059
Estate (0.9%) (1.8%) (1.2%) (2.9%) (1.3%) (14%)

5) Business and Repair 21 900 3 700 31 600 2 200 59 400 1 400 380
Services (3.1%) (1.0%) (3.1%) (1.3%) (2.6%) (2.7%)

0 Personal Services 10 800 53 000 15 900 12 400 92 100 1 055 214
(1.5%) (14.5%) (1.5%) (7.6%) (4.1%) (2.1%)

1) Entertainment Recreation 4 400 2 500 5 400 1 100 13 400 271 787
(0.6%) (0.7%) (0.5%) (0.7%) (0.6%) (0.5%)

k) Professional and Related 42 300 51 300 60 400 27 700 181 707: 4 491 135
Services (6.0%) (14.0%) (5.9%) (16.9%) (8.0%) (8.8%)

ll Public Administration 16 700 5 800 38 500 5 700 66 700 2 73 050
(2.4%) (1.6%) (17%) (3.5%) (2.9%) (5.2%)

rn NA, etc. 30 000 68 600 57 800 13 700 170 100 9 997 390
(4.3%) (18.8%) (5.6%) (8.4%) (7.5%) (19.5%)

U.S. Bureau of the census, Censut of Population 1970, Vol I, Char e Population, Par/ I, United States Summary Section 2, Table 262,
PP. 1-998.

These figures are based on 50,359.505 family heads in the civilian labor force Comparable figures could not be found for heads of families in the Armed
Forces.

CCharvnrrensrics of rhr Population, Tabie 255, pp. 1-9412.

drharacrerarics of the Population, Table 256, pp. 1-951.

cNA refers to person wbo never worked or persons not in the labor force who either did not repot.' The year They last worked or who last WOr
earl ier , Spe Documentation, Concept 97, page 154, and variable P31, page 74:

See footnote e aoove and Documentarion, Concept 95, pages 152-153.

Bureau of the Census, Census of Population: 1970. Sublect Reoora. Final Repaq PC(2)-9A, toponcorne Popularion. Table 25, p. 257

hComputed from U.S. Bureau of the Census, Unsus of Population: 1970, Subject Reports, Ftnal Report PC(2)-5,4, Employment Status and Work E xfx, nee:
Table 17, p. 202:
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3.5.1 EmjyleilLtatt_ Heads

At 'he time the 1970 Census was conducted 80% of the heads of all

families in the United States were classified as employed, 2.1% were

unemployed, and 17.9% were classified as not in the labor force. Among

all eligible families 83.3% of family heads were employed (3.3% higher

than in the nation), 4,1% were unemployed 2% higher than in the nation),

and 12.6% (5.3% lower than the national were classified as not in the

labor force. In terms of employment sta us in 1969 the heads of eligible

families do- not appear to have been dras ically different from the heads

of all families in the niation.

Examining the number of weeL ..-Jrked by family heads during 1969

we find that in the nation as a whole 14.4% of family heads had not worked

at all, while only 9.8% of the heads of eligible families had not worked

at all: The percentage of heads of eligible families not working at -

all during 1969 was substantially lower than the national rate in the

both-spouses-oresent family profiles: 6.1% among poor families and only

1.2% among near poor families. The heads of poor single-parent-families

(over 92% of whom.were female
19

had an overwhelming rate of 39.3% who had

not worked at all during 1969.
20

On the other hand, 57.9% of the heads

of eligible families had worked at least 50 weeks out of the year,

although this is a somewhat lower percentage than the 64.7% of all family

heads in the nation who had worked for at least 50 weeks during 1969

Among the national population of employed family heads only 2.3%

had not been at work at all during the reference week,
21

while 13.1% of

the employed heads of eligible families had not been at work during that

week. Within the four profiles of eligible families heads of single

parent families, especially those below the poverty line, had a noticably

higher percentage employed but not at work during the reference week.

9
--See Table 3.3-1

20
An interesting question (which we unfortunately cannot answer

with data currently available) is whether the increase in the impleffentation
and availability of day care for children in the.last few years has reduced
this figure.

21
The reference week was the full week prior to the day the Census .

data were collected. See Documentation, Concepts 88 through 90, page 151-152.
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When we examined the number of hours worked by employed family

heads during the reference week we found that 43% of the heads of

eligible families had worked more than 40 hours, very nearly the same as

the 42% amOng all family heads in the nation. Within the four profiles

of eligible families there were pronounced differences in the percentages

of family heads working over 40 hours during the reference week. About

47% of the heads of two-spouse families had worked over 40 hours whereas

only about 21% of the heads of single-parent families had worked that

many hours. The most striking=information regarding the number of hours

worked is that nearly 17% of the heads of eligible families had worked

60 hours_ or more during the reference week (compared to about 11% of

family heads in the nation). Within the four profiles of eligible families,

22% of the heads qf poor two-spouse families had worked 60 hours or more

,and over 17% of the heads of near-poor two-spouse families had worked that

many hours. Again, a very small percentage (about 5%) of-heads of s*ingle

parent families had worked over 60 hours during the reference week.

Figure 3.5-1 on the following page graphically depicts the percentages of

family heads who had worked more than 40 hours and more than 60 hours

during the reference week.

3.5.2 Type_of Employment of Family Heads

Referring again to Table 3.5-1, a large majority (66.7%) of heads

of eligible families were employees of private companies, about the same

as in the national populationt Over 13%, however, were employees of

Federal, State or local governments. About 16% were classified:as self-

employed, some 6% higher than in the national population. Among heads of

eligible families, about 6% less than among the national -population of

family heads were in professional, technical and kindred occupations, and

the same is true regarding occupations classified as managerial or

adMinistrative. The percentage of heads of eligible families working as

operatives and laborers (both farm andlnorarm) was higher than among

the national population. For single heads of families there was a

pronounced over-representation of heads of eligible families in occupations

classified as non-private household service workers (ahout 24% in the

eligible population as compared to 6% in the national population). Among
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by All Family Heads in the United States, Heads of All Eligible Families, and each
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poor families with both spouses present there was a heavy over-represen-

tation in the farmers/farm-managers classification, where 14.2% of such

heads of eligible famdlies were classified compared to only 2.4% in

the national population.

When we considered the type of industry in which the heads of

eligible families were employed there are few dramatic diff, ences betw en

heads of eligible families 'nd others. As would be expected since

eligible families reside in essentially rural areas, the most pronounced

difference was that over 14% of the heads of all eligible families were

in agriculture, forestry and fisheries industries, while only about 4% of

the national population of family heads were in these industries. Among

the eligible families we found an especially heavy concentration (nearly

24%) of the heads of poor families with both spouses present in these

industries.

3.6 income Characteristics of Eli-i le Families and_Famil Heads
b Four Profiles

In this section we discuss the income characteristics of eligible

families and heads of eligible families during 1969, the reference year

for the 1970 Census. The discussion is based on the data in Table 3.6-1

on the following page.

3.6.1 feldELLLill2aILT,

Table 3.6-1 indicates that the average total family income from

all source§ (including welfare) for all families in the United States was

$10,999 per family in 1969. During the same year, eligible families had

an average total income of only $3,845. Among the four family profiles,

poor families were substantially worse off, with single-parent poor

families'having an average total income of only $1,742 from all sources

and two-spouse poor families at an average of $2,543 for the year. Near-

poor families had approximately one-half the national average for total

family income with $5,399 and $4,387 average total incomes for two-spouse

and single-parent families respectively.

5 4

44



Trbl&r 3.5-1

:,?-2 Crs.!r.l.r-ps0.5.s. of Eligibfe Families and Heads of Elic-nit-! 5arnii:t9. in Each
,,h, E1911)1.-:, Fan-uhr am! far H o' n A;! Famdios ir. ths! fJnc-

PRC)PILF TYP9 'ALL F =,VILLt5 V.

;2R3 SC-JO
UNITED

.
t;TATES

I 151 1E8 599

poop NE 0 ==.:

cr. 50.s-ruses ! :Anoka
P.,s,r-P,

1E00 l (325 700

BOth Sp0030
prr,nf

(1 025 400

binqle

I103 BOO
Forridit,

-=
L

77 1:0: 4F-S. -r S 5 536,'

24

S2,040 52, 74 2 £3054 84.Z53L

47-r: s6sss. 69%c=

141 S 18 S '347 S 55 NA(-1

S ,7n1 S 19 S 195 5 87 NAd

NA5S 50 5 144 S 89 S 344 S 95

" `:1- Pppr,apron 1E70, (is,,r6rar,,SasPrairaP5 ECUslorpr.. Ch.-o-xterrmcs, Final Frr"pprl, Upped Slates. Summary,

E3,,,2A=i ("' C-,n'"14, Popula,on- 1970, Sub,,,,cr R,,port.5. FInal Fbrport P5121BA. Table H p. 341. and Final Fienty-t

: . -!! .!sa pirr!!!".!!! (Ippsu!!, dossumer.ss !!!-. C forr'n suSi lc:iv-Illy comparable bi OFs

4 5

5 '6



If vie translate total family income from all sources into total

family membpr the data are even more dismal fur the eligible

Thmi!es. For all families in the United States the average total income

oer family mt: Oer was 53,092. Poor families had averages of 5502 and S4C7

amcily member Fur two-spouse and sin e-parent families respectively.

In fact, the averace total fam.11v income for poor families was substantially

o)Y 1=); pational average income per family rember.

Among ner-r,nr families. the average per 77,1rril.v M27.11DCr ?f

on7.v abut one-third the netioral overage.

.6.2 InCnr` oF F,101v. Hondc

Referring again to Table 3.6-1 WP Lurn to an examination of the

aic,00rit sources income for heads of eligible families.

The average income from all sources for heads of eligible :amilies

w..s 53,301 in 1069, compared to $3,536 for the national population of

family heads. Among tne four profiles bf eligible families, we found the

sawk2 rank-orde-ring for incomes of heads of farilips as was found for

average total family income. Among all eligible families, the total income

of family heads accounted for 865 of the total income for the family,

while in the national population it accounted for 95 lmsu, at 77Y, of the

total family income.

2
When we consl_red only the earnings- of the heads of families Wo

found an interesting -nenomenon. Heads of eligible families had )earned

an average of $3,064 during 1969', which accounted for 805 of the total

family income from all sources. Among the total national population,

however, heads of families had _earned an average of $4,363 during 1969-

only 51,299 mnre than heads of eligible families. Further, ne $4,363

average earned by heads of all families in the nation accbunted for only

69.5 of their famWes' total income from all sources -- some in less than

among the eligible population of families. There were alw striking

-See Documentation, Variables P37, P40 and P43; page 75, and
Concept 104, pages 155-156. Earnings are from all jobs (wages, salaries,
bonuses, commissions and tips), and from farm and uon-farm business,
professional practices and partnerships.
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Lbe b,ro:11es both in tecrils of

gross dollar aiFr-11-,:s afrj -1s beds' oarninb,s burbellfge of family

Thc: f*,:165 of faglies s=arhed

bbly anihh 1969, 7nihro;_imeitely 17" o tne

:ti,LhEn nf poor t.,,'o-soouse

en,rned ,,Ivenatio of which aLlou-1 20' of totel'i family incprte.

2do!1 avecaoo

`i!!! Th!Cfle te'!!!!!!'!-! !!!!!:7.Ce!!'e!:! C ; 11!!!fe en

the avecan- e.--reJd l9H9 o111 oh- .n1:11 1,-TmilY

ihcciLle Fr8r11 al1 sburces.

by Income from Socinl Security ann rPHremont, public assistance

and face, ahd from d other sourca_,. mg a11

families the income for heads from Social Security and railrnad retirement

amounts to an averane of $55 in 1569. Single hends Yere higher on the

scale, with poor sineide heads averaging Sill and near-poor heads averaging

frml t.his soirrr:p 0f inr:7)!op.

The neads of ail eligible families received an average i.ncome IOC

the. yearpf S87 during 1969 from pubiic asistance and welfare. Again,

the Jleads of two-spouse families received very little ihcome from welfare:

533 for poor heads and $19 for near-poor heads. Single heads received

more income from welfare sources, with poor single heads receiving S364 on

the average and near-poor single heads receiving an average of $195. Over

all eligible :families, the income received by-family heads from welfare

sou'rcos, amobnted to an average of 2.3' of the-total family ioCOrrie.

In additiOn to the above sources of income, heads of eligible

families received an average of 595 during 1969 from all cther sources.

"Other sourees" includes interest, dividends, veterans' payments, p, dnionsn

27
insurance:behefits, alimony and chiid support, etc. .1\3ain, heads oF

two-spouse famdlies received very little 1-rom coLuyory of imeollia

9 f r f- a-Poor; leatn -pTor,) .f- Poor single heads received 5144 and

near-poor single heads received an average of 5344..

3-
-See Documentation, Concept 104.23, page 156 for the complete

Census definitiori of the term.
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CHAPTEr FOUR

THE ECOONIC DEVELOPMENT FEGIONS AND
THE ELIGIBLE POPULATION

In Cha7)ter area :oeSErlteC a chacteri tTOn of the el

cllssifid into four fami lv profiles and for the V i

is a whole. In this chaeter the eligible popu.tioJ 1 te

of the same set of character_ -;ed in the preceding chapter:

demographics, housing conditions anl cots, employment, and income. We

shall not, however, group the eligible apul ation into the four family

profiles previously used.

Because the purpepe of this report

the population

to characterize

families potentially eligible for famil-ba

career education programs similar to Mountain-Plains, we wAll

eligible popull,_

and quantify

ed residential

group the

on according to geographic areas in the nation .

the size and char7;cteristics'of the eligible population may vary

erably among various areas of the United States such a breakdown

Since

consid-

of the

informatIon presented earlier should bL ,,-Jful were replication of the

Mountain-Plains program to be considered in other regions of the nation.

Since funding of the Mountain-Plains Program has been considered,by.t

Old West Economic Development Region, the geographic areas by which the

eligible population is grouped in this chapter are the U.S_ Department of

Commerce Economic Development Regions..

The eight Economic Development Regions EDRs) and the states that

comprise them are listed below and displayed in the map in Figure 4.0-1

on, the following page. We have had to approximate the geographic

boundaries of some of the EORs because they do not coincide with state

boundaries. We were constrained by the fact that in the state-based

Public Use Sample tapes use,d,to generate the data for this report the

smallest identifiable geo-political unit is the state The trade-offs

involyed in approximating the boundaries of the EDRs involved are discussed

below, and the,approximated geographic boundaries upon which the following
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data are based are displayed in Figure 4.0-2 below. The Econorm;c

Developmelt Regions and their geographic boundaries (actual and as

approximateO in this report

(1) Pacific 1NorthOest: includes all of Idaho, Oregon and
Washington. No boundary approximation is involved.

(2) Old West: includes all of Montana, Ryoming, Nebraska,
North Dakota and South Dakota. No boundary approximation
ls invuilea.

Four Corners: includes all of ,,rizona, Colorado, New
Mexico aild Utah. No boundary approximation is involved.

Ozarks: includes all of Arkansas, Kansas, Louisiana,
Missouri and Oklahoma. Ho boundary approximation is
involved..

New England: includes all of Connecticut, M. hie,
Massachusetts, New Hampshire, Verm.ont, and Rhode island.

Rhode Island is not included in this report because the
confidentiality of data restrictions on Census data permits
neither the urban/rural nor,the metropolitan/non-
metropolitan distinction necessary to identify_rural
families for the eligible population. We felt the state
to be sufficiently urban in nature that its exclusion
would not greatly under-estimate the number-of eligible
families in the New England EDR, nor would its exclusion
change the general characteristics of the eligible
population in New England.

Upper Great Lakes: includes approximately the northern
No-thirds of Michigan, Minnesota and Wisconsin.

The boundaries of this EDR were approximated by
including all three states in their entirety on the
assumption that the southern parts of these states,
being primarily metropolitan in nature,,are essentially
excluded by the rural place of residenee criteria for
eligible families.

(7) Applachiah: includes parts of Mississippi, Alabama,
Georgia, South Carolina, North Carolina, Tennessee,
Kentucky, Virginia, West Virginia, Ohio, Pennsylvania,
Maryland, and New York.

In order to approximate the eligible population ih the
Appalachian-EDR, several trade-offs were necessary to
balance parts of states. .We included all of Mississippi,
Alabama, Tennessee, Kentucky, West Virginia, Maryland,
North Carolina, South Carolina and Georgia.

CoastalPlains: includes parts of Florida, Georgia,
North Carolina, South Carolina, and Virginia.
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Figure 4.0-2

Approximated Geographic Boundaries of the Economic Development Regions
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In order cat, in

the Coastal-Plains EDP. we included all of Florid,
Georgia, North Carol',h , South Carolina and Virginia.

Table 4.0-1 )elow shows the distribution of eligible facdlies

across _he F-onomic Development Regions classified by poverty status (poor

and near-poor ) and family structure (two-spouse and single-parent) at

Jh: -lochian ond 0- - -;=,

EDRs had the largest nucLers of eligible families (531 .380 and 432 500

e _ively) accounting for 42.5 '.1 of the tot I eligiblefamilies r

population. The Ozarks EDR contained a;--)ther 293,700 families (13 of

the eligible population), while the Upper Great Lakes EDR had 157,800

eligible families equalling about 7 of the eligibe population. The

remaining four EDRs had roughly equal numbers of eligible families:

Old West, 104,500 families; Four Corners, 91,700 families, New England,

87,700; and Pacific Northwest, 82,200 families, Approxima 80 (or

1,781,500) of all eligible families were living within the boundaries of

the eight Economic Development Regions.

Examining Table 4.0-1 we found that the Ens were quite similar

to each other and to the total eligible population in terms of the

percentage distributions of poor andnear-poor families (about 477% and

53% respectively for all eligible families ) Neither are the EDRs

appreciably different from each other, or the total population of eligible

families, in terms of the percentage distribution of single-parent

eligible families. Among all eligible famrilies 23.4i had single hea-

while among the EDRs Old West had the lowest (17.6%) and New England had

the highest with 27.6%.

The preceding brief characterization of the Economic Development

Regions in terms of their numbers and percentage distributions of poor/

near-poor and two-spouse/single-parent families has been presented to

provide some comparability with the national level data used to create

the four family profiles used to structure the presentation of the datL

in Chapter Three.

In the following sections of this chapter we present a description

the eligible families in each Economic Development Region using the

6 -4
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popul2tion

naiional basis Chapter Three. lne si=e of the state-based Puh-,ic

Sarlpe is ne- nor-:ever, large enough to allow us to disaggregate the

descrip,,:ions by the four -family profiles used at the nation7

level. TH7' c.harnter-Hation of the eligible population in thE EDRs

tnerefoc,-_ oh-i tO ;::ne total eligible popu-lation of fdrlilies

1,ac-.h :DR.

,

Developmnt Regions_

Table 4.1-1 nrez-,ents bsic demographic charactpristics of

eligible far-ilies, and all fami7ieu in the United -,tate,

F-thnicity of Family Head_ . _

Ao ,,,;ould be expected, Lhe ethnic composition of the eligible

penulation varied substantially among the eight EDRs. The Ozarks,

lippalachin and Lo.ai,,a;=riulw3 percenLa8e0- o,

hids -;ith 17. 15.27 clnd 34.7:, respectively. The Pacific

Northwest and Old West regions each had about 1/2 of black family

heads, and Four Coroers and Upper Great Lakes each had about 1.571 (-_;k

lds. On the other hand, Old WPst and Four Corners had the highest

dercentages of American Indians with 4.7':.; and 7.27, respectively, and Four

Corners also had by far the highest percentage (21.8 of heads of

3panish desrehL

I-1.2 Agr_i of Family Head

The age distributions of family heads among the FDRs were not

dramatically different from each other, nr from thp age distr pution of

the total eligible population. The Pacific Northwest and Four Corners

h.:14 0 youngel eligible bopuloion Lhau Lhe pLher

FDRs, with 40.6 and r...V of family heads between the ages of l8 and 29.

Among the total eligible population about 33.6';': of family heads were in

this age range.

6 (i
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4_1 Education of Faffdly Head

The EDRs differed substantially from each other in terms of the

number of years of schooling completed by family heads, and these

differences were most pronounced in the percentages of heads completing

8th grade or less and those completing more than 12th grade. The Pacific

Northwest and Four Corners stood out as having the:lowest percentages of

family heads who had completed 8th grade or less (10.7% and 13.2%

respectively), and having the highest percentages of those who had

completed more than 12th grade (24.7% and 24.9% respectively). On the

other hand, the Appalachian and Coastal-Plains regions had 25.1% and 24.3%,

respectively, of eligible family heads who had completed 8th grade or less,

and about 8.8% who had completed more than 12th grade.

.4.1.4 Sex of Famtlyjead

Among all eligible families, 20.9% had femalc24 heads. Old West

had the lowest percentage (15.2%) of female heads, while the highest

percentages were in. New England with 26%, the Pacific Northest with 24

and Coastal-Plains with 23.2%.

4.1.5 Disabilit LimitiniWor

Among the total natio.,a1 population between the ages of 16 and

64, 6.9% had a disability that limited the kind or amount of work they

could do. Among the heads of all eligible families the figure was 8.7%.

Among the EDRs the percentages of family heads with a disability limiting

work were all quite similar (7.5% to 9.5%), with one exception: in the

Pacific Northwest 13% of eligible faffdly heads had a work-limiting

disability.

4.1.6 Famil Size and. Chliciren Under 18

The average number of persons per family in the United States in

1970 was 3.56, and among all eligible families it was 4.84. 'Among the--

24_
-Because of Census procedures female heads of families are by

definition heads of single-parent families. See Documentation, Concept
80, pages 148-149.



eight EDRs the Pacific Nor_hwest had the smallest average family- size,

(4.67 persons per family), and the Upper-Great Lakes region had the

largest with 5.25 persons'per family. The Upper Great Lakes also had the

largest average number of related children under age 18, with 3.3- per

family. The lowest average number of relate,d,children per family was in

the Ozarks (with .71), as compared to an average of 2.87 for all eligible

families a-d 2_36 for all families in the nation.

4.2 Housing Conditions and Cost for Eli i le Families by Economic

Devel22tReioris

In this section we provide a descriPtion, for ea'Ch of the Economic

Development Regions, of the housing conditions-in which the eligible

population lived and how much it cost. The following discussion- of

housing conditions and costs is based o- Table 4_2-1 on the fblloiwng

page.

4.2.1 Housing Costs

The data on housing costs presented in Table 4.2-1 are based on

only those families and housing units that are in the rent=universe
25

Gross monthly rent refers to monthly contract rent plus, the average monthly

cost of utilities, whether included in the rent or paid for spearately by

the tenant.
26

Table 4.2-1 indicates that the average gross monthly rent

for all rental housing units in the.nation was $1;10.00''per month during
4

1969, whereas the average for all eligible familieS-Was about $81.00 par

month, some .$23.00 per month less than the national average. -Among the

EDRs there was a substantial variation in the average gross rent paid by

eligible families. The Ozarks, Appalachian and Coastal-Plains regions paid

least, with an average gross rent of about $75.00 per month. On the high

side New England, Pacific Northwest and the UKer Great Lakes rents

averaged over $100.00 per month, with_ New Englaiid highest at $112.00.

These/differences in housing costs may simply reflect differential costs,

of living among the eight regions or they may be due to other unidentified

factors.

c

25See footnote 'a to Table 4.2-1.

26
-See Documentation, Concept 167, pages 166-167.
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Table 4.21 -
Housing Conditions and Costs Ior Eligible Families o' 9 Economic Developn4nt

Regions. for An Fligibie Families, and tor All Families in the United Stmes

CHARACTERISTICS

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT REGIONS

An Females
Id U.S.

(51 168 .599
Familici)

Ncif Id
111*flhvepit
._11112 200

Nnkihdo

Old
Writ

(104 Goo
F.Iii,)

Fow
Carnes

191 700
romitio/

Uppdr Groot
Likes

157 COO
Faryiiherl

@ark,

(293 700
FOrnilliti

Now
regime(

(87 700
Fantiliell

Apploehion

1,:i31 300
Far/linen)

Coon.ol
Ptainf

(437 600
FArniliell

An Eligible.
Fssniiss-S

(2 263 500
Familial)

1. Average Gross
Monthly Rent

tG1 96P
A 20

94.123
n...32 100)

S 94.99P
ln . 36 200)

05.28P
(n-. 30 900)

$ 75.35° ,..

a 102 500)
5.112 .77°
(n . 34 400)

74.31a
n . 183 6 0)

$77.740
In = T tA) GOO

$ 137.26°
In a 807 6001

5110b

2, Gross Rent as Percen
_.,of Total Farhiiy In-

come for Fimilies in
the Rent Universe.

3) Less than 20%
... .

b) 20 -.24%

c) _ 4% -

d) 35% or mere

In 32 009

3 600
(11.2%)

4 100
(13.8%)

0 GOO

(20.0%)

17 400
(54,4%)

(n . 31 200)

5 800
(18.7%)

4 400
(14,1%)

7 500
(24.0%)

.
13 503
(43.3%)

In . 34 0

5 800
(17. 1%)

4 000
(11,8%)

8 200
(24,1%)

16 000.
(47,1%) '

n . 35 6 1

4 800
113,4%)

5-I90
(14.3%)

7 300
120.5%1

18 400
151.7%1

n a 98 90 1

30 000
(30.3%1

16 400
(MG%)

21 200
(2(.4%)

31 300
(31.6%)

n . 31 00)

4 200
13.1%)

4 200
(13.2%)

43 700
(27.4%)

,

14 700
(46-.2%)

(n .- 177 10 )

65 300
136,9%)

25 500
(14,5%)

31 IOC
(17.6%)

55 100
(31,1%)

ln . 155 700

57400 .-
136.9%)

23 500
(15.1%)'

29 900
(19,2%)

44 900
(28.8%)

(n . 773 500

210 900
(27.2%)

111 000
(14,4%1

156 900
(20.3%) -

294 700
138.110

Z 657 1340
(56.7%) .

1 889 218
(13,6%)

1 845 679
((3.3%)

2 308 546
((6,6%)

3. Average Total Numbei
01 Persons Livin9 in
Hoi,P;ind Unit

4 . 71 4,83 ' 4,81
,

5,27 4,72 4.88 490
.

4 09 4.87 3.11C

4. Number Persons
per Boom

al .50or less

b) .51

c) .75 1.00

d(i3Ol. 1,50

e) 1,51
.

2.00
,

f)Morethan7.QU

5. Number and Percent
of Families Without
Complete Private
Kitchen Facilities

10 700
(13.0%)

20 000
(74.3%)

28 400
(34.5%)

18 200
(211%).

4.030
(4.9%)

900
.1%)

700
(0.9%)

13 400
02.8%)

27 000
125_,E3V

37 ODD
(35,4%)

19 700
(18,8%)

5 500
,(5.3%)

2 000
(1.9%)

.

4 300
(4.1%)

9 900
(10.LN)

18 800
120. VIA

30300
(-3,0%,

21 200
(23.1%)

7 300
(8.0%1

4 200 '
FA.5%) -

5000
I

.

2 100
13,4%1

34 560 ,
)2119%1

55 200
' (35.0%)

36 700
(23.3%)

- .

8 509
15.4N

1 SOO.

(1.1%)

" .5'600 -
.(3.5% )

37 500 -
(12.8%)

61 300
120,9%)

98 800
(33.6%)

06 300
(22.6%)

22 400
(7,6%)

7 400
(ZS%)

31 190
(taw

9 900
(11.3%) .

23 400
(26.7%)

31200
(35,6%)

19000
121:7%1--

3 300
(3.8%)

goo
) .

2 400
(27%)

67 303
(12.7%l

108 Q00
120.3%)

177 500
, 133.4%)

123 400
(23.71:ir,..-
39 600
-(7

52900

82 800
.1%)

139 500
(323%) '.- ..

105.800 /
(24.51')

37 no_

,
73 500
((7.0%)

280 109
(12.7%)

.486 700
(21,5%)

757 400
(33.541

513 MO
(22.7%)

158 900
(7,0()

56 000
(2.6 %)

.

233 ClOG

(10.3%)

.

31779805d
(50%)

14410343
(22.7%)

12238575
((9,3%) .

3761905
(('.0%)

1 278 563
(2,0%)

2 972 11$'
(4.49)

.
83 100
15.0%)
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ihioA 2 I
f=Iiivairiq Conti, limo and Colts for thoittlit f nmilirti of B 04Onornir Grevelenno,drieglues, tor All Eligible Fonu,iim. end tor All Eamilioa in the United States

CHARACTERISTICS

ECON MIC DEVELOPMENT TlEDIGNS

All floplil,
Farnilleo

12 7031'4)0
rNo,...0

All Fanfilief
in 11.3.

101 100 999
Fanw.m1

P-iiilic
Nuflliwelf
102 740
Firm/itt/

OM
Wall

1104 GOO
F a Feillied

F12.1f

Cennett
MI 700
fill-1,1,o)

Upper Cresol
1.2tos

1157 800
f irothill

Ormks

1203 700
r,milits)

New
England

187 100
/*mollies)

Apioldcllon

P.31 XI
r I

e,aaII
Plano

1i37 l,001
Ffftwilles1

G. Number and Percent
of Families With NO I 000 5 200 6 GOO 6 400 42 500 4 600 11 . 105 300 327 900 3 109 013"
Pipmf Hot Water (1,2%) (5.0%1 (7.2%) (5-3%) (14,5%) (5.2%) (21 C 'V) (24.31/4 ) (14.5N (4.6%)

- -T Number am- Percent
of Families With NO I 500 5 500 9 700 7 700 38 800 3300 116 300 94 100 312 800 3 217 GOle
Flush Toilet. Or NO

I (5,3%) 17.3%) (4.9%) (13.2%) (3 ) (21.9%1 21,8%) (13.8%) (4.(X%)

. Private FluSh Toilet
,-

1. Number and Percent
of Families With NO
Bathtub or Shower,
or NO Private Bath-
tub or Shower

1 400
(1.7%)

5 700
(5,4%)

7 000
(7.6%)

9 500
(6.0%)

41 000
(14,0%)

4 300
(4.9%)

120 600
(22.7%)

103 000
(23.8%)

332 200
(14.7%)

3680 174e
(5.4%)

. Number and Percent
of Families With NO 71 800 19 700 32400 23 500 100 800 17 100 204 cm 180 100 749 300 8033 628f
Telephone Available (26.5%) (10.8%) ) (14.9%) (34.3%) (19.5%) (38.4%) (43,7%1 (33.1%) (12.7%)Number and Percent
of Families- With NO 65 300 91 00 79 GOO 139 300 272 GOO 77 300 499 803 412 500 2 071 000 1 482 4569
Dishwasher (794%) (87 3%) (86.8%) (88.3%) (97.8% ) (88.1%) (94.1%) (95.4%) = (91.5%) 031.1%1Number and Percent
of Families With 6 100 5 500 7 700 5 000 IQ 000 3 100 33 500 26 200 T30 900 2 892 8149
NO T.V. (7.4%) .4%) (9.4%) (3.5%1 (6,31/4) (6.1%) (9.4F1r4 (4.5%)Number and Pere
of Farnihes That 57 000 73 2 61 000 91 700 208 209 53 130 331 200 200 400 1 440 300 30635 GO
Can NOT Receive (03.2%) 1-- (66.5%) (58.1%) (2.0 (60.5%) (02.3%) 6 .3%) (63.0%) (48.3%)
UHF T.V. Sionalsh

and Percent
)fFIIOOWJIiNO
tattr r v 0 ted Fladi:.,

19 000
(.734%)

20 600
(lg.") 26200 36 SOO

(23.3%)
104 700 22600
(35.0%) (25'.

0
7

_

(47.2%)
753 800.
(33.31)

7 338 9;299,
(27.3%)0Thi 11009fl woo monthly riot if based on Mate feroi:ie in Owl riot101Ort Of 10 mm 9, More. The rioffiElgir of farrillits uteri iii Offirnafing tilt a,euo fo ath imlon ao0 for all gfrown on 11i* fRbie.

-

bBasod on 54.159,018 housing on'ats. 13.3. B91-1$9 of thi Cinio Cerini% 9 ronoI tioo' 10 V. Gene..rd3=acii,4 end Erceloolk Charge riert Fioal Roi=c CIII -CL Llnitert St31v%
vrrkliy, TOblen

ion Chawrreis:;c:. R 0,!, Pc(

thoin Iina,4o w013000 Melt hOutio919 lf= rrnt wilhnu sh rent, 0-

ofeVI Of1 63449747 house
54. vv. 1.278.

dS.ssed on 62.44i.192
e 30. no, 1-781

e8ased on 87.8,nci.

US. es-treo of Ct'"111);I 7ooti10n: 19

. 11.3. 0ooat Qf the Census. C..e-sos of 149oti,o! 1970= OvIo 1-4i,-/ Char

its=-

raised on G3A45,1920MloitO 1:eutIrsi Ottailed Vtjt

is! icx, Table 29. oo. 1.200.

te,ivie; 'fabli 29, ad. ;292,
2011,11 9;'03.44%6,11 houtlo9 unit1. 0e744d,,9141oprllo, TabTi= 74. o7. 1=754.

, =

.
,h INI
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When we computed gross rent as a percent of.total family income for

those families in the rent universe, there were some rather dramatic

differences among the eight regions in terms of the percentages of families

paying more than 25%, and more than 35%, of their total family income for

rent. These percentage differences correspond very closely to the

differences in the dollar amounts paid for rent. In the Pacific Nor hwest,

Four Corners, Upper Great Lakes and New'Endland over_70% of eligible

families in the rent universe paid 25% or more of their total famil-y

income for rent. Old West was not far behind, with 71% of'its eligible

families paying that much for rent. The Ozarks region followed at 53%

and the Coastal-Plains,and Appalachian regions were at 48% and 49%

respectively. Among the entire national population of families in the

rent universe only 30% paid 25% or more of their-total family income for

rent. This was 45% lower than for eligible.families in the Pacific

Northwest (the-highest EDR) and 18% lower than among eligible families in

Coastal-Plains (the lowest EDR).,,

4.2.2 ifasy_qfljousin Units

In the United)States in 1970 there was an average of 3.11 persons

living in each housing unit. Among the population of eligible families

there was an aVerage.of 4.87 persons living in eaoh hous=14ng unit. Amond

the EDRs this, number is quite'consistent, with-the eception of the Upper

Great Lakes region, which had an average of 5.27 persons per housing unit.

These figures translate directly into more crowded housing conditions for

eligible families than for the rest of-the nationas noted7in Chapter

Three, although there was little difference among the regions in terms

of the average number of persons per room in the dwelling units of

eligible families.

When we considered the absence of basic facilities in the housing

units of eligibJe families, however, We,,Oid,find distinct differences

among the regions. A substantiabkly,higner percentage of housing units

were without complete kitchen facilities, hot water, flush toilets and

bathtubs/showers in the Ozarks. Appalachian anll CoastaT:Plains regions

than in the other EDRs. The Pacific Northwest-consistently had the lowest

percentage of housing units missing these basic features.

62



When we turned to the less essential household equipment such

as,telephones, dishwashers and television se s, regional differences,

while still present were not as consistent. It is interesting that the

parks, Appalachian and Coastal-Plains regions, however, had substantially

higher percentages of eligible families who did not have a battery-

operated radio in their homes,

Employment Characteristics of Heads of Eli-ib e Families_ by
Economic Develoiment

The preceding sections provided comparisons among the EDRs of the

basic demographic characteristics and housing conditions and costs for

the eligible population of families. We now turn .to a comparison across

regions of the employment characteristics of heads of eligible families

at the time the 1970 Census was,conducted. The following discussion is

based on Table 4.3-1 on the following page.

4.3.1 Employment 5tatus of Famil Head

At the time the 1970 Census was conducted 80% of the.heads of all

families in the United States were classified as employed, 2.1% were

unemployed, and 17.9% were classified as not'in the labor force. Among

all eligible families 83.3% Of family heads were employed (3.3% higher

than in the nation), 4.1% were unemployed (2% higher than in the nation),

and 12.6% (5.3% lower than the national rate) were classified as not in

ttke labor force. In terms of employment status in.1969 the heads of all

ellgible families as a group did not appear to have been drastically

different from the heads of all famiTies in the nation, although a

slightly higher percentage were employed, unemployed and in the labor

force.
J
When employment sta us was broken down by regions, however,

substantial variations became apparent. The Old West region had the

highest percent of heads of eligible families emplOyed (88.2%) and the

Pacific Northwest had the lowest with only 76% employed. The Paci ic

Northwest and Four Corners had the highest percentages of heads of

eligible families not in the labor force (about 17%, which was comparable

7 4
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Table 4.3-1

Employment Characteristic-s of Heads of Eligible Famfhesin 8 Economic Development

Regions; bor All Eligible Families . end for Heads of AU Families in the United States

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT REGIONS

Pacific Old FeUf Upper Greet D.rki New .ppelechie. Ozone' MI Eligible All Families

Noirtherfit Writ Comm Lot. ' England Moir% Feniilici In US,

137 no (104 000 MI 700 (MI goo 793 700 1117 700 1531 300 032 SOO 12 263 GOO 16$ 500

CHARACTERISTICS Familleil Families/ Farnaiell . Faedliti) F Cmilial) Farnilief) Ferni es) Farnillei) Ferniiied Famines)

1. Employment Status

a) Employed 67 500 . 92 300 73 300 133 700 241 800 70 600 430 800 373 000 1 885 100 40 910 8856

(76.0%) (88.2%) (79.9%) (84.7%) (42.3%) (805%) (82.7%) (86.2%) %) (80.0%)

b) Nal Employed 5 600 3 100 3 500 7 700
,

13 700 3 400 23 100 11 400 93 200 1 097 634

(Ea%) (3.0%) (3.8%)
.-

(4.9%) (4.7%) 13,13%1 (4.3%) (2.6%) - (4.1%) . (2,1%)

c1 Not in Labor Force 14 100 9 200 14 900 16 400 38 200 13 700 71 4C0 48 100 265 200 0 100 040

(17.7%) (8.8%) (16.2%) (10.4%) ( la0%) (156%) (13.4%) (11.1%) (12 6%) 17.9%)

2. NurnIxr of Week's
Worked in Last Year

el No Work Lest Year 9 SOO 6 200 11 400 13000 29 500 10 300 57 000 35 600 220100 7 276 2810.b

(11.1%) (5,9%) (12.4%) 2 ) 1(0.0%) (11.7%) (I 0.7%) (8.2%) (9.8%) (14.4%1

b) 13 Weeks or Less 7 100 5 300 4 800 8100 15 100 4 700 25 600 18800 116 700

(8A%) (5.1%) (5.2%) ) (5.1%) (5,4%) (4.8%) 14-3%1 15.2%1 2 650 738

c) 14 . 70 4 600 4 500 7 300 8 300 13 700 6 300 30 000 21 600 120 900

d) 27 - 39

(10.5%)

8 WO

(4.3%)

6 000

14.0%1

7 100

(5.3%)

11 KO

(4 7%)

27 200

(7.2%)

7 500

15.0%1

44 100

(5.0%) ,,

31 800

15.7%(_

179 700 2 OEM 380

(9.7%) (5.7%) (7.7%) (7.5%) (7.6%) (13.6%) (8,7%) (7.4%) (7.9%) (4.1%)

e)40.47 6 100 5 600 5 700 10 700 25 700 5 BOO 48 400 35 500 180 700

(7.4%) (5.4%) 16-2%1 (6,8%) (8.8%) (6,6%) ' (9.1%) (0.2%) (8.0%) 5 746 831

I) 48 - 49 4 COO 3 500 5 600 7 000 1 8 000 3 800 30000 30 500 125 100 (11.5%)

(5.6%) (3.3%) (6.1%) (4:4%) (5.4%) (4,3%) (5.8%) (7.1%) (5.5%)

g) 50 . 52 38 700 73 500 49 800 98 900 171 500 49 300 291 300 254 700 1 310 700 32 579 275

(47.1%) (70.3%) (54,3%) (62.7%) ,4%) 156.7%1 (55.2%) (59.3%) 157_9%1 (64.7%)

3; Number end Percen
of Employed Hesds
of Families Who
Worked Rrid Did Not
Work During the (n o 77 400 (n g 93 400) )n g 010 300) (n g 144 800 n g 254 260) (n g 77 400) (cl o 474 30 (n g 394 900) (n g 2 (142 8 (n g 28 600 806

Reference Week

a) Worked 58 400 47 200 67 800 127 300 228 700 64 660 420 100 :748 000 1 775 900 27 992 404

b) N t et Work

(80.7%) (88.6%) (84.4%) (87.9%) -4f6,6%) (83.5%) (88.5%) (37.7%) 186.9%1 (97.7%)

During Reference 14 000 11 200 17 SOO 17 500 35 500 12 803 54 290 43 900 205 960 668 390

Week (19.3%) (11.4%) (15,6%) (12.1%) (13,4%) (16.5%) (11.4%) (12,3%) (12.1%) (2,3%)

(med)
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Table 4.3-1

Employment Characteristics at Heads of Eligible Families in 8 Economic Deveiarnien1
Regions, for All Eligible Families, and'for Heads of All Families in the united Stjtin

,

CHARACTERISTICS

ECONOMIC (DEVELOPMENT REGIONS

Ali Familits
in U.S.

151 1G8 599
Faittilittl

PM I IC
Norlhwe41
152 290
yereiLied

Old
WiI

11

Fsmil,ell

F OW
comers

191 790
Firrulittl

UPper 0f481
Lake]

1157 900
Famliet/

Otoks

29J 700
imilits)

New
England

197 700
Fom.501)

App.4.c5iAn

1531 390
Familiml

CA1041
P14111,

1432 500
Familicts1

Ail Eligible,
Fsreihrs

12 203 590
Foltnli,-0

4. Number and Percent Of
Employed Farnilv Heads
at Work During the
Reference Week

31 1 - 34 Hours 8 600 9 80(7 8 800 16 700 31900 9 200 -4 60 860 50 500 245 900 2 465 146(14.7%) (11.2%) 113.0%) (13.1%) 14.0 (14.3%) (14.5%) (14.5%) (13.8%) (8.8%)
b) 35 40 Hours 73 1CO 20 BOO 28 204 43 403 93 800 26 400 706 900 - 171 700 768 300 13 060 698

c) 41 - 48 Hews

(39.6%)

. 7 700

(23.9%)

12 200

(41.6%)

10 GC0

(34.1%)

17 MO

, (41.0%)

40 OM

(40.9%)

13000

(49.2%)

63 000

(49.3%)

57 700 279800 5 433 575(13.2%) (14.0%) (15.6%) (13.4%) (17.5%) 20.1%) (15.0%) (16.6%) (15.8%) (19.4%)
d) 49 - 59 Hours 6 400 10 BOO 0 300 -14 800 22 700 7 000 38 200 34 500 182 800 3 277 9156%) (12.4%) ((2.2%) (11.6%) (9.9%) (10,0%1 (9.1%) (9.9%) (10.3%) (11.7%)
c)6OHoutorMort 12600 600 11 900 35 400 40 300 0 003 51 700 33600 29.c. 100 2 955 070

1 1 (38.5%) (17.6%) (27,8%) (17.6%) (13.9%) 112.2%) 9.7%) (16.0%) (10.6%)
i. Class of Worker

l Private Co. 83600 52 600 52 900 94 860 90 200 _ 00 370 300 0 000 510 300 31 057 243Employee. etc. 165.2%) . (50.3%) (57.7%) (60.1%1 64.8%) 69.4%) (71.4%) ( L7%) (66.7%) (62.3%)
b) Fed ( Government 5 500 7 500 9900 G 900 17 100 6 400 20 700 29 200 136 500 2 126 347(6.7%) (7.7%1 1 (4.4%) (5.8%) (7.3%) (3.9%) (6,8%) (6 0%) (4.2%)

\el Stare Government 2 700 2800 5 200 3 800 9000 1 900 17 600 7300 O 7 ) 000 1 439 332.3%) 7-i ) (5.7%) (2.4%) (3.1%) (2.2%) (3.2%) 3.0%) (3.1%1 (2.8%)
d) Loco( Government 3100 6 300 5 700 12 600 3 800 19 50C 15 700 93 400 2 777 222

( ) (0.9%) (3.6%1 (4.1%) )4.3%1 f.3.7%' 13.6%) (4.1%) (54%)
) Self Employed 1r300 35200 11 _00 42 100 50000 10700 55 4718 48 $30 354 700 4 B00 931(17.4%) 7 .0%) 5.7%) 17.0%) (12.2%) (12.3%) ((1.2%) (15.6%) 19.4%)

ri Nvotking WithOut 300 200 100 400 1 200 200 1 300 1 300 $ 700 67 275Pay (0.4%) (0.2%) (0.1%) (0.3%) (0.4%) (0.2%) (0.2%) (0.3%) (0.3%) ' (0.1%)
g) NA. rtc.g, 2 700 2 500 5 400 4 100 12600 3 SOO 27 500 14 700 91 400 8 099 469(3.3%) (2.4%) (s.n) (2.6%) (4,G%) (4.3%) (5.23) ' (3.4%) (4.0m) 115.8%)

(confinued)

7 6
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Ta)1le 4.31
Employment Characteristics of Eleadt of Eligible Families in 8 ECOrlonlic Development

Regions, fee All Eligible Familiet . and for Heads of All Families in the United States

CHARACTERISTICS

ECONOMIC OEVELOPMENT REGIONS

All Eligible
Families

(2 263 500
Familial

AU Familia
in US.

151 ICS SKI
Familia)

Pacific
Northwest
162 200
Fa-radial

Old
West

1104 600
Familial

Four
Comas

101 700
Familial

Upper Omit
Lakes

1157 600
Familia)

Ozirk.

1203 700
Fatima)

Now
England

167 700
Familia)

Aesodathien

1531 303
Familial)

Coastal
Flans

(432 500
Familial

G. Type of Occupation

a) Professional & 5 100 4 800 8 600 13 900 6 400 23 600 16 600 113 900 59603060
Tech. (6.2%) (4.6%) (5.4%) (4.7%) (7.3%) (4,4%) (3.8"X.). 15.0%) (11.7%)

b) Mananers & 5 100 5 300 6 000 3 300 15 goo 4 700 20 900 18 400 104 000 4 973 564
Adm. (6.2%) (5.1%) (6.5%) (5.3%) (5.3%) (5.4%) (3.9%) (4.3%) (4.6%) (0.7%)

c) Sales Workers 2 300 4 300 3 200 S 800 10 200 3 700 16 800 13 400 77 200 7 831 394
(2.8%) (4.1%) (3.5%) (3.7%) (3.5%) (4.2%) (3.2%) (3.1%) (3.4%) (5 5%)

di Clerical 6 200 4 800 6 300 8 000 14 COO 6 700 27 500 20 400 125 200 3517727
(7.5%) (4.6%) (6.9%) (5.1%) (4.8%) (7.6%) (5.2%) (4.7%) (5.5%) (6.11%)

e) Craftsmen 10 300 14 400 12 500 25 GOO 52 500 17 700 100 400 76 800 385 200 8937824
(12.5%) (13.8%) (13.6%). (16.2%) ((7.9%) (20.2%) ((8.9%) (17.8%) (17.0%) 7.5%)

,
I) Operatives 11 200 10 000 11 000 27 100 43 GOO 13 900 109 700 88 BOO 395 100 5 546 251

(not transp) (13.6%) (9.6%) (12.0%) (17.2%) (16.5%) ((5.8%) (20.6%) (20.5%) (17.5%) (10.8%)

g) Transport ()per& 4 900 4 400 5 300 8 900 71 WO 6 600 45 100 30 700 159 100 2 351 028
lives (6.0%) (4.2%) (5.3%) (5.6%) (7,2%) (7.5%) (8.5%) (7.1%) (7.0%) (4.6%)

hl Non-farm Labor 9 400 5 500 5 900 10 900 23 100 5 700 47 700 39 100 184 200 2 031 079
(11.4%) (5.3%) (6.4%) (6.9%) (7.9%) (6.5%) 19.0%1 (9.0%) 18.1%) (4.0%)

i) Farmers/Farm 6 200 27 100 5 700 27 600 25 100 7 700 28 100 16 KO 181 000 1 204 643
Managers (7.5%) (25.0%) (6.2%) (17.5%) (8.5%) (3.1%) (5.3%) (3.8%) (8.0%) (2.4%)

11 Farm Laborers 5 600 6 100 5 100 4 000 13 600 2 600 19 10Q 28 503 112 900 485 796
(6.13%) (5.8%) (5.6%) (2.5%) (4.6%) (3.0%) (3.6%) (6.5%) (5.0%) (0,9%)

105ervice Workers 9 300 10 600 12 400 14 200 25 700 8 600 45 100 35 700 216 300 3122464
NP \ (1,3%) (10.1%) (13.5%) (9.0%) 18.8%1 (9.8%) (8.5%) (8.5%) (9.6%) (5. 1%)

I) PrliL Household 400 600 600 1 200 5 900 500 10 700 12 700 38 400 201 633
Serv. (0.5%) (0.6%) (0.7%) (0.8%) (2.5%) (0.6%) (2,0%) (2.9%) (1.7%..1 (0.4%)

m)NA etc.f ', 6 200 6 700 9 GOO 7 600 25 500 7 903 35 550 33 900 170 100 9007300
(7.5%) 6.4%) 110.5%1 (4.8%) (8.(1%) (_ ) (5.n) 17.8%1 (7.57) (19.5%)
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Table 4.3-1
Employment Characteristics of Reads of Eiigihle Families in 8 Economic Dev&opmeti

Regions, far All Eligible FaMilies and for Heads of All Families in the Uoited Statet

CHARACTERISTICS

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT REGIONS

Ali Families
lri U.S.

(51 168 500
Families)

Pacific
Northwest
(82 200
Fammies)

Old
Vir et s

104 WO
FamIllit)

Four
Comers

191 700
Fauliliel)

Upper Gr,t
takes

(157 000
FOrfuliati

Orarks

(703 700
_ armliet1

New
Enotaltd

(07 700 \
FamIliell

Appalarhlait

(531 300
Families(

COMMi
Plains

it 32 ..:.00 ..,
Fmrnilieri)

All niila
Families

(2 263500
Familki)

8. Type of Industry

a) Agriculture, Forts- 13 500 34 700 11 900 37 700 42 200 7 300 52 BOO 52 BOO 325 400 1 988 1414
try, Fisheries (16.4%) (33.2%) (13.0%) (207%) (14.4%) (8.3%) (9.9%) ((2.2%) (14.4%) (3.9%)

bl Mining 300 2 600 3 0043 1 500 7 900 Finn 16 GOO 5 100 45 600 530 714
(,4%) (2.5%) (3.3%) (1.0%) (2.7%) (0.6%) (3.1%) (1.2%) 12.0%1 (1.0%)

c)Cornrucion 5 No 6 200 8 900 13 400 34 900 1000 54 300 60 300 229 300 3 830 687
(7.1%) (5.9%) (9.7%) (6.5%) (11.9%) (11.4%) (10.2%) (11.6%) (10.1%) (7.5%)

d) Manufacturing 17 200 9 900 10 500 42 400 63 800 23 8(X) 160 000 125 400 560 500 12 558 643

el Transportation

(20.9%) (9.5%) (11.5%) (26.9%) (21.7%) (27.1%) (31.2%) , (29.0%) (24.13%) (24.5%)

Communications 4 600 5 100 4 100 7 6D0 16 400 4 000 31 100 22 000 122 700 3 539 421
Other Utilities (5.6%) (4.9%) (4.5%) (4.8%) 15.6%- (5.9%) (5.1%) (5.4%) 1

fl Wholesales & 17 400 21 900 15 600 23 500 48 60C 81 700 GO ow 366400 7 069 978
Retail Trade (21.2%) (20.9%) (17.0%) (14.9%) (16.6%) ( IF. (15.4%) (13.9%) 116.2%1 (13.8%)

g) Finance, Insura 1 400 1 700 2 100 , 1 GOO 3 700 1 400 6 200 4 700 30 200 1762059
Real Estate (1.7%) (1.1%) (2.3%) (1.0%) (1.3%) (1.6%) (1.2%) (1.1%) '(1.3%) (3.4%)

h)13usinems end 2 900 2 GOD 2 200 3 8D0 8100 1 600 14 600 11 3C0 59 400 1100383
Repair Serv)ces (3.5%) (2.5%) (2.4%) (2.4%) (2 fl1 (1.8%) (2.7%) (2.6%1 (2.6%) (2.7%)

0 Personal Services 2 900 3 030 4 GOO 4 900. - ,... - 3 100 20 GOO 22 300 92 100 1 055 214
(3.5%) (7.9%) (5.0%) (3.1%'i ,:4.5',:,) (3-5-:0 (3.0%) (5.7%) (4.1X) (7.1%)

11 Entertainment 600 500 800 300 1 000 700 2 100 3 300 13 400 271 787
Recreation (0.7%) (0.5%1 (0.9% ) (0.2%) (0-7----) (0.8%) (0.4%) 10.8%1 (0.6%) (0.5%)

k) Professional and 6 BDO . 7 500 12 400 13 800 21 300 8 BM 35 600 00 400 181 700 4 491 135
RetaI Services %) (7.2%) (13.5%1 (8.7%) 17.3%) (1020%) (6.7%1 (7.0%1 MOM (an)

9 Public 2 600 7 700 5 OCO 4 700 3 .000 7 80:-) 13 20,": I ! 000 6' 70C 7 673 7720
Adrnin71ration (3.2%/ (2.6%) (6.5%) (3,0%) (ION) (3.2%) (2.5%) (7.5%) (732%) (5.2%)

m1NA, etc. 6 200 6 700 9 GOO 7 600 73 500 7 900 35 500 33900 170 100 9997330
(7.5%) (6.4%) (10.5%) (4.8%1 (8.0%) (9.0%) (6.9%) (7.8%) (7.5.) (19.5%)

°U.S. Ovrtati or tscer,sts,Ceent... or Poot(1,:loo: 1070 Vol_ I. Cfv,-,..r,ieris of rts, Peptfrri

flov.ri aro bate_ ol 50352,505 lakilyhtmfe k th.!c.:viVenIpbo. U.kturitsi.

Cchsit4t4wistia of thffP4Vtitsek.r. Tr.blff 255. k.

OO'it k$ Or .:*.e Poot.ddlqe Tab,* 255. t7k... 1.251,

'NA rok,s10 Pcqek wNd .14vt' reg-kad .:1,4 la

Cacuevey.azion. Cor,W7t 07, ono 154, r n0 orlabk 731. rtfige 74.

C.51t0 fe.Okyte 'e abvv?1,4 COCurreeltorick. CtkiCTpl 25. Seam 152-152.

fov,i
r

.1

7.ca. 1-M

g y 12.V. ve.v, t1 750

7 8

67



to the nation as a who e while 'lid West had the lowest percentage

not in the labw- force.

Examining the percentage distributior- of number of weeks

worked by eligible family heads during 1969 we found that the regions

were for the most part quite similar. The Pacific Northwest, however,

had a substantially lower percentage of eligible family heads who worked

50-52 weeks during 1969 than the other regionS, and Old West had a-

substantially higher percentage than other regions with over 70% who had

worked at least 50 weeks during 1969.

The distributions of number of hours worked during the 1970 Census

reference week wene6.1so quite siMilar across the regions. New England had

the lowest percentage of family heads working 40 hours'or more during the !

reference week with 59.1% and the Pacific Northwest had the highest with;

68.4%.

4.3-2 TY_U of_DapigIEffit_cILEAnaLlItIOL

Among the heads of all eligible families 66.7%wereemployees of,

priva t companies. Across the EDRs only Old West with only 50.3% of

heads of eligible families and Four Corners with 57.7%1A/ere substantiallY

different from the percentage for all eligible families as a group. In

the Old West region 33.7% of heads were classified as self-employed, wOle

in the Four Corners region the difference was spread more evenly over self-

employment and employment by the Federal, State and local governments.

The Upper Great Lakes region also had a relatively high percentage .7%).

of family heads classified as selfjemployed.

When we compare the type of occupation of heads of eli:gible
'

families among the regions we find some differing percentage distributions.

Four Corners and New England had the highest percentages of professional,

technical and kindred workers with 8.8% and 7.3% respectively. The

Pacific Northwest and Four Corners had the highest percentages of

managers and administrators at 6.2% and 6.5% each. Sales workers

clericals and service workers not employed in private households were

spread quite evenly across the regions. The regions werebasically split

into two groupi in terms of their percentages of craftsmen. Tfie Pacific

68
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Northwest, Old West and Four Coinerswerelow, with about 13%. The rest of

the regions had closer to 18% of heads of eligigle families employed as

craftsmen.

Old West ranked lowest in percentages of operatives 9.6% not

in transportation and 4.2% in transportation, compared to.the highs of

20.6% non-transport operatives ond 8.5% transport operatives, both in
1

the Appalachian EDR. Old West washighest in terms of farmers and farm

managers (25.971, followed by the Upper Great Lakes with 17.5%. New

England mnkedlowest with only 3.1% farmers and farm managers.

'she EDRs may also be divided into two grou0s on the basis of

percentages of eligible heads im private household service occupations.

The Ozarks, Appalachian and COastal4lains regions respectively had 2.3%,

2.0% and 2.9% of eligible heads employed in Private household service

occupations The other five EDRs had between 0.5% and 0.8% of eligible

family'heads employed in this type of occupation.

In terms of the type of industry in which heads of eligible families

were employed therewerealso distinct differences among the EDIRs. Old

West had the highest percentage (33.2%) employed in the agriculture,

forestry and fisheries industry, with the Upper Great Lakes next at 20.7

In all regions therewas a substantially higher percentage of eligible

heads employed in this type of industry than for heads of all families in

the nation. Among all eligible heads 24.8% were employed in the manufac-

turing industry, and this percentage is quite similar across the regions

with two exceptions: Old West and Four Cornerswere noticeably lower with

9.5% and 11.5% respectively. In the professional and related services

industry there was also quite similar representation across regions (about

8%) with the exception of Four Corne s, in which 13.5% of eligible heads

wereemployed in this category.

There is little in the way of differences among the EDRs in the

percentages of heads of eligible families employed in the public

administration; entertainment and recreation; Oersonal services; business

and repair services; finance, insurance, and real estate; wholesale and

retail trades; and transportation, communications and utilities industries.

8 0
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4.4 Income Characteristics of Eli-ible Familiespnomic
Regions

In this section we compare the EDRs in terms of the income

characteristics of eligible families and heads of eligible families

during 1969, the reference year for the 1970 Census. The discussion is

based on Table 4.4-1 on the following page.

4-4-1 fnlIE11;_9_121

During 1969 the average to al family income from all sources for

all eligible families was $3,845. Therewas not a great deal of variation

amone the EDRs on this characteristic, with the lowest average family

income being $3,648 in the Ozarks and the highest being $4,186 in the

Upper Great Lakes region-. This constituted a spread of $538 in average

total annual family income which, although it is not a large figure in/

dollar amounts,was 15% of the average total family income in the Ozarks.

Average income per family member among all eligible families was

$794 in 1969. Among the eight EDPs it ranged from a low of $774 per

family member in the Old West to a high of $852 in New England, which

was $43-per family member higher than in any other region.

4.4.2 Income of Famil Head

Among all eligible families the average total income from all

sources for family heads was $3,301 during'1969. Across the EDRs, this

figure ranges from a low of $3,158 in the Ozarks to a high of $3,711 in

the Upper Great Lakes. The heads' total income from all sources constituted

between 86% and 89% of the total family i _come from all sources in each

of the regions with the exception of Coastal-Plains, where it was 82%

of the total family income.

When we consider only the earnings of family heads, as opposed to

total income from ll sources, the picture does not change greatly.

Heads earnings as a percent of family income ranged from a low of 77% in

the Pacific Northwest to a high of 82% in the Upper Great'Lakes. In

dollar amounts the earnings of heads ranged from a low of $2,907 in the

Pacific Northwest to a high of $3,423 in the'Upper Great Lakes and Old

West.
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Table 4.4.1

Income Characteristim of Eligible Families and Heads of Eligible Families in Each
of 8 Economic Development Regions, for All Eligible FimiIic, end for

Heads of All Families in the United States

CHARACTERISTICS

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT REGIONS

Al$ Famil lere
In 11.5.

(51 199 599
Familin)

Nettie
whereat
(02 200
Emilie!!

Old
Wear

104 500
Emilie!)

Pew
Come,"

(91 700
Families)

tippet Greet
LAttei

(157 1100
Families)

Marks

(293 100
Families)

New
England

(111 100
Emilie!)

e.eusteekke

($31 300
Families)

Corntel
Moine

(432 GOO
Familial)

All Eligible
Emilie!

11 283 000
Fgrralios(

I. Average Total Farnil
Income for 1969 $0,776 $3 7 53814 $4,180 53,048 $4,122 $3,832 $3,883 $3,845 $10,99b3

2, Average Income P_
Fannly Member $ 009 5 774 5 798 $ 797 776 $ 852 $ 785 5 799 791 S 3,092°

3. Average Told! Incom
From all Scorces for
Heeds in 1969

$3,262 $3271 53267 $3,711 58 $3,582 10 53,187 01 $ 8,536b

1. Average. Head's Total
Income from all
Sources as Percent of
Family's Total Income

86% sn 87% 87%
.

88% 82%
b '

. 77

i Average Total Earnin
for Heads in 1969 $2,907 53,054 5 _

.

$2, 2 $3,2 71 $3,090 $3,010 095 $ 4,363
i. Average Head's Total

farrunga as Percent
of Family's Total
Income

77% 82% 76% 79% 81%

--.
7F1% 88%

_

c
69%

, Average Income for
Head; from Socidl
SeCurity and Railroad
Retirement

13 $ 42 -50 $ 58 $ 57

--1

5 51 5 -5 $ 60 IgAd

, Average Income for
Heads from Public
Assisrarloc or Welfare

143 $ 74 S 143 5 79 5 17 5 137 rmd

Average income for
Heads from all
Other Sources

159 5 7 5 143 5 111 5 95 5 112 S 76 $ 70 5 9 5 NAd

'U.S. Reeou or the Census, Census of Penulanon: 1970, op.efra .Socim and EeL

i'Coreouted he", 0,8. Bureau er the Certml. Comet f reoulalen: 1970, netaited Characttr'
ble 150, n. 973.

cComputed (tom U.S. Bureau of the Censui. Ce us el PON-dation: 1970, $4r.

djhrie datj Att not eeaiiable M Published Cemos data COfor I iyu ,eble to be useful.
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